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The problem. To improve policymaking in Iowa, the intent of this study was to inform 
legislators and others in the policy process about the implementation of this state's accountability 
legislation. This study was one of seven funded by the FTNE Foundatiori in support of this goal. 
Specifically, the problem was to analyze factors that assisted in translating policy 
mauldates into action at the local level. The perceptions of those responsible for implementing 
were described and recommendations made for future educational policy design. 
Procedures. Qualitative methodology was chosen because of the contextual perspectives 
it psavides. Twenty-seven teachers, administrators, and board members were selected from three 
active school districts and asked five research questions. Through open-ended interviews and 
document review, the role of implementation variables and policy consequences were analyzed 
t~ develop wnclmions, implications, and recommendations. 
F i n d i s .  S i x  themes emerged from the interviews and document reviews. They included: 
(a) a culture of ldcal change that existed prior to the state policy; (b) perceptions of policy intent; 
(c) how the policy impacted the school; (d) barriers to implementation; (e) unintended 
consequences of the policy; and (0 recommendations to legislators. 
Conclusions. Six conclusions became evident: (a) the intent of I-@ 2272 was decidedly 
unclear; (b) all of the districts in this study were beneficiaries of prior leadership in change; 
(c) regardless of intent, the policy increased bureaucracy and decreased professionalism; (d) the 
policy failed to increase citizen participation; (e) the policy redefined success; and (f) if 
legislators intend to provide continuous improvement in Iowa education, they need to be more 
attentive to their policy-making role. 
Recommendations. Recommendations to policymakers included: (a) don't abandon 
schools: create feedback systems between statehouse and the schmthouse; @) create a legislative 
response to accommodate the varying capacities of Iowa schools; (c) increase the likelihood of 
long-range planning or turn the responsibility over to someone who can; (d) honor capacity 
where it exists and create capacity where it does not exist. 
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Chapter 1 
rNTRODUCTION 
Policy-maker 's search for greater accountability 
in public school performance has been constant 
from the beginning of publicly funded schools. 
Hanington, 1993 
The broad question of this study was to explore implementation of the education 
accountability legislation known as Iowa House File 2272. To understand how a policy 
implementation study might be approached, it is helpful to use a model that can follow a 
policy through the various stages of its lifespan. The development of policies can be seen as 
three phases (Rist, 2000). These phases include policy formation, policy implementation, and 
policy accountability. 
Policy formation is known as the first phase and focuses on the crafting of the policy 
by the legislature. This phase results in a set of broad goals. During the second phase, policy 
implementation, directions are developed to create activities, programs, and rules. The final 
phase is policy accountability. Accountability can only occur when the policy has been in 
effect for a significant period of time. This passage of time allows results to be gathered and 
assessed. 
HF 2272 was gassed by the Iowa legislature two years prior to this study. At the time 
of this study, HF 2272 had not been in effect long enough to provide meaningful student 
results. However, implantation procedures were well underway across the state. This study 
attempts to describe the implementation stage of Iowa's accountability mandates through the 
eyes of those who had the responsibility to implement it, educators in the field. 
Context of the Study 
Federal intervention into public education systems is prominent in state and national 
headlines and policy discussions. Historically, the federal government has feit an obligation 
to become involved in public education. Examples of this intervention include the exclusion 
of women, minority groups, and most recently, students with disabilities from the educational 
system. In these instances, the role of the federal government is to provide equity for all 
citizens. To remedy these inequities, the federal government developed programs such as 
Chapter 1. This monetary entitlement was deemed necessary to promote equity among 
disadvantaged learners. Chapter 1 also demonstrated the federal government's power, 
through threats of cancelled hnding, to force reallocation of state and local funds (Hill, 
Specifically, in 1 983, A Nation at Risk was published during the Reagan 
administration. This report was issued by the National Commission of Excellence in 
Education and warned that American education was unfocused and not competitive 
internationally. In an attempt to rectify this problem, federal funding was used to leverage 
improvement from the states. States were mandated to develop state standards addressing 
student competencies. The federa1 government argued that the purpose of state standards and 
associated evaluation system would improve schools and hold them accountable for federal 
funding streams, such as Chapter 1, Dmg Free Schools, and others. 
In response to the mandates, educational reform became the major state policy 
activity of the 1980s (Fuhrman, 1999). Underlying this activity was the transfer of much of 
the spending and responsibility for education from the federal government to the states. 
Evidence of this shift is found in the sheer volume of legislation dealing with teacher 
certification and compensation during the 1980s.Virtually every state enacted policies to 
reform teacher education, licensing, and compensation in this period (Darling-Hammond & 
Wise, 1985). The reforms signaled a surge in state activity at a time when the federal 
government was retiring from policy initiation and reducing educational spending. This 
interchange of federal and state educational roles resulted in Goals 2000 Legislation during 
the Clinton administration. This federal legislation held the states more accountable for 
improvements in student performance or risk the loss of federal funding. This legislation also 
supplied state with some flexibility in implementing the mandates. 
It is within this complex environment that Iowa has acted as a final "holdout' to the 
Goals 2000 mandates. The status resulted from Iowa's long history of local control. Iowa 
resisted federal mandates by advocating self-determination for each school district. Iowa 
wanted local districts, not the state, to choose the manner in which they would create 
standards and the assessments designed to measure compliance. Therefore, Iowa became the 
only state without statewide performance standards as the accountability measure of student 
achievement. But, Iowa was not immune from national and state policy networks (Wirt & 
Kirst, 1997). Predictably, the federal govemen t  began to leverage Iowa's compliance with 
threats to withdraw federal funding. Gradually, Iowa's increasing compliance was evident in 
the development of Section 280.12 and 280.18 of the Iowa Code during the 1980s. These 
additions to the code called for goal setting and improved student achievement (Iowa 
Department of Education, 1998. 
http://www.state.ia.us~educate/programs/ecese/28012 - letterhtml). Again, in 1998, the Iowa 
General Assembly further addressed accountability by passing Iowa House File 2272. NF 
2272 mandated accountability for student achievement be incorporated into state education 
standards and accreditation processes. School improvement plans had also to be developed. 
However, Iowa still refused to mandate statewide academic standards for preK-12 education. 
hstead, Iowa was unwavering in its desire to keep school districts at the center-point of the 
decision making process by allowing local development of standards. As a result, much of 
the responsibility for success laid in successful implementation at the local level. This 
approach was rooted in Iowa's history of local control, but untested in the face of new 
accountability mandates. In short, Iowa presents the opportunity to study a state where policy 
mandates to improve schools were inserted into a culture ofjealously guarded local control. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this qualitative study was to provide information to state poficyrnakers 
and those who directly influence policy regarding what happened during the implementation 
of a policy intended to improve Iowa schools. The intent was to make available information 
and informed judgments concerning not only what happened but also what irnplementers 
would recommend for future policy design. This study also offered insight to other 
implementers concerning how three leading districts took on the job of implementing policy. 
Problem of the Study 
The problem of this study was to describe and analyze the resources and processes 
used by three active Iowa middle schools. The perceptions of those responsible for 
implementing the mandates was also described and anafyzed regarding the general impact of 
that legislation on administrative and instructional practices of the schools. 
Recommendations regarding future educational policy designs were also recorded. 
Research Questions 
1. How familiar were middle school practitioners with House File 2272? 
2. What did House File 2272 require schools to do? 
3. What was the expertise and interest of school personnel responsible for 
implementation of the effort? 
4. What strategies were school administrators and teachers using to transform 
House Fife 2272 into practice? 
5. What were the suggestions of middle school practitioners to improve policy and 
impternentation of HF 2272? 
Definition of Terms 
The terms listed below are defined to enhance the clarity for the reader: 
Active Use is defined by Fuhrman, Clune, and Eimore (1991) as "acting in advance" 
of the mandate or '"responding in a manner that exceeds the minimum." 
AEA is the abbreviation for the Area Education Association. There are 15 AEAs in 
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Iowa designed to provide school improvement assistance as well as educational 
media and special education services to local school districts. 
C S P  is the abbreviation of the Comprehensive School Improvement Plan. This is a 
five-year plan prepared by each district to describe how increases in achievement 
for all students will be accomplished. The plan is required by HF 2272 (Iowa 
Department of Education, 1999, 
h~://www.state.ia.us/educate/programs/ecese/28012~letter.html). 
Ed-Flex is a process outlined in the 1990s' reauthorization of ESEA that alIows states 
to waive some federal program requirements in order to increase student 
achievement through state and local incentives (Adams & Kirst, f 999). 
ESEA is the abbreviation for Elementary and secondary Education Act. It is the 
federal.accountability mandate that requires states to set challenging standards 
for students (Adams & Kirst, 1999). 
Iowa House File 2272 is the comprehensive school improvement and accountability 
mandate known as the Accountability for Student Learning Act (House File 2272, 
1 998). 
The Iowa Model is a plan which defines how Iowa will meet the intent of ESEA while 
attempting to preserve the local control of schools. 
SIAC is the abbreviation for School Improvement Advisory Committee. This 
committee is composed of cornunity members, and AEA representative, 
teachers, and administrators. 
FINE Foundation 
The support of the First in the Nation in Education (FINE) Educational 
Research Foundation in carrying out this study is gratefuily acknowledged. This 
research, in conjunction with three other dissertations, provided a broad-based 
opportunity for insights into the school improvement policy implementation process 
in Iowa. The opinions expressed do not necessarily reflect the position or policies of 
the FINE foundation and no official endorsement shoufd be inferred. 
Chapter 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The lack of public understanding 
ofpolicy under conditions of 
complexity is at the heart of the 
problem of contemporary democracy. 
Stone 1985 
Introduction 
This literature review focuses on the policy-making and implementation strategies 
that surrounded educational accountability. Of special interest are those federal laws that 
resulted in the passage of Iowa House File 2272 and the local implementation efforts that 
ensued. An initial review describes the lessons learned from previous implementation efforts 
and how policy might be improved as a result. The research focused on "active school 
districts" it believed would provide clues for successful local implementation. Examining 
these active districts would provide legislators with an increased understanding of the 
feedback', policy responses, and capacity building necessary to accomplish the goals of the 
new Iaw, This evolving environment creates a context for the study's research questions, 
conclusions, and implications. 
The National Focus on Accountability 
Teachers and communities have always been concerned about student performance. 
However, the politics of the 1980s caused the nation to see student achievement as the core 
purpose of education (Adams & Kirst, 1999). This shift to judging schoots based on 
achievement began with the publication and widespread circulation of A Nation at Risk in 
1983. A Nation at Risk reported unfavorable achievement comparisons to earlier decades and 
to other nations. The rhetoric fueled public discontent with American Education. A Nation ut 
Risk galvanized these concerns by offering evidence of declining standardized test scores. 
The recommendations called for a national effort to improve standardized testing and 
achievement scores by creating measurable standards and reporting to its citizens (Hansen, 
1991). The report caIIed for educational goals and proficiency testing in grades 4, 8, and 12 
(Adams & Kirst, 1999). From this point on, accountability for increasing student 
achievement became a goal of the government and standardized testing was the measuring 
stick. 
"Policy-maker's search for greater accountability in public school performance has 
been constant from the beginning of publicly funded schooIs" (Harrington, 1993). The most 
recent call for increased educational accountability began with the publication and 
widespread ci~culation of A Nation at Risk in 1983. A Nation at Risk was a federal report 
initiated by the Reagan administration. Unfavorable achievement comparisons to earlier 
decades and to other nations fueled public discontent with American education. A Nation At 
Risk galvanized these concerns by offering evidence of declining standardized test scores. 
The recommendations called for a national effort to improve standardized testing and 
achievement scores by creation of measurable standards and reporting to its citizens (Itansen, 
1991). The report called for educational goals and proficiency testing in grades 4, 8, and 12 
(Adams, Jr. & a r s t ,  1999). From this point on, accountability for increasing student 
achievement became a goal of the federal government and standardized testing was the 
measuring stick. 
The passage of Goals 2000: Educate America Act, expanded the role of the federal 
government and also provided funding in exchange for increased accountability. The 
Improving America's School Act held schools accountable for the achievement of a11 
students, but created. some local implementation flexibility through Ed-Flex programming 
(Adams & Kirst, 1999). States using Ed-Flex options were allowed to design programs with 1 
some sensitivity to state preferences and culture. Several states utilized this opportunity to 
investigate whether federal requirements could blend with ongoing local efforts. Iowa was 
one such state. 
Accountability "The Ioway" 
In 1985, Iowa took the first steps toward compliance with the new federal mandates. 
Iowa Code 280.12 and 280.18 required districts to improve student achievement by adopting 
goals and assessing progress toward achieving these goals. Iowa districts publicly reported 
student assessments. Districts were required to report long range piarming and develop action 
plans for implementing improvements. Implementation research indicated that successful 
change efforts would require external mandates and enough local flexibility to encourage 
internal buy in and implementation. Iowa policy makers worked to blend these two 
requirements. Iowa's recent education laws, specificaIIy HF 2272, were a product of the Ed- 
Flex provision of the law. 
Through Ed-Flex, Iowa negotiated with the United States Department of Education to 
meet the federal requirements while preserving local input and control. In 1998, Iowa 
legislators approved HF 2272 Accountability for Student Learning. This legislation called for 
data collection, data analysis, setting of improvement goals, development of standards 
benchmarks, development and evaluation of comprehensive school improvement plans, 
assessment of student progress using multiple measures, annual reports to the public, and 
community involvement (Iowa Department of Education, 1999). The Ed-Flex component of 
the legislation mandated standards and assessments but blended some local implementation 
flexibility to develop these standards. Districts were required to use standardized tests as one 
measure of achievement, but were also encouraged to develop and use multiple measures of 
student progress. 
The Complexity of Accountability Policy Implementation 
As policy design is explored, it must be remembered that policy-makers were often 
operating without benefit of a research base. Elmore (1980) warned that when administrative 
feasibility is not discussed and accommodated in policy, then the complexity of 
implementation will almost certainly overwhelm the intent of the poficy." In Educational 
Policy as an Ecology of Games, Firestone (1989) cautioned educators not to treat reforms as 
if educational reform is handed down by some higher power. These reforms were 
experiments and shouId be treated as if they were experiments. Firestone further warned of 
the danger of relying on the uncertainty of all policy implementation: 
This vision weans one away from the images of a single, omniscient, omnipotent 
policy maker. Instead, it highlights the messiness and discontinuities of the policy 
process, the variety of games played by different people for different reasons and the 
loose linkages between those separate games. Policy was a chain of decisions running 
from statehouse to the classroom. No one was responsible for the whole thing. (p. 23) 
Rather than relyng on top-down mandates that are inflexible and often punitive, 
Firestone (1989, p. 23) suggested that "legislators could take advantage of the messiness of 
the educational policy system. Instead of cleaning it up, realize that constructive, creative 
approaches might be developed locally." McLaughlin (1 987) contended that policymakers 
cannot mandate what matters. Policy implementation depended on local capacity and will. 
Capacity was something that policy can address. Conversely, local wiH reflected an 
implementer's assessment of the value of the policy. It appeared that making policy is more 
than putting mandates on paper. Implementation was a complex problem that mixed the 
intent of the policymakers with implementer's capacity and desire to comply. 
The Implementation Problem 
Like HF 2272, most education policies have their origin in legislative rules, 
regulations, and mandates. The education systems these rules and regulations are meant to 
govern were complex and unlike each other in countless ways (Mazzoni, 1994). As this 
complexity grows, the connection between legislative intent and administrative action were 
difficult to follow (Elmore, 1980, p. I) .  As new policies were implemented, unpredicted 
ripples, or in some cases tidal waves, moved throughout the education system. Every new 
variable produces tens of unanticipated reactions and each of those produces tens of reactions 
(Fullan, 1993). Elmore (1 997) believed that this complexity is probably the most troubling 
aspect of modem government. Iowa implementation has been no exception, 
Elmore ( I  980) and others called these tidal waves of change the implementation 
problem. The implementation problem joined the working vocabulary of policy analysts 
when ambitious, sweeping federal reforms (such as The Great Society), cast these 
implementation problems in bold relief (McLaughlin, 1987). McLaughlin believed that this 
problem came as a surprise to analysts. Instead of compliance, policy designers found local 
implementers idiosyncratic, frustratingly unpredictable, and downright resistant. Cuban 
(1 984) and other political scientists began to seriously question whether these top-down 
reform mandates could make local schools better. Local control state such as Iowa 
encountered special difficulty. As a result, acceptance of the mandates at the local level 
seemed unpredictable or nonexistent in local control states. 
The Meaninn of Successful Implementation 
Concerns over these alleged failures of major legislation of the mid-60s and early 70s 
led to a rather impressive number of detailed studies of implementation programs in 
education (Sabatier & Mazrnanian, 1980). One such study, Odden and Marsh (1 988), 
contended that implementation research evolved through three phases. Stage one 
encompassed the aforementioned policies enacted during the 60s and 70s. Policy 
implementation during this time featured a top-down (macro) implementation style. Little 
local input was asked or given in policy development. These policies met with resistance at 
the local level. Local governments had neither the capacity nor the will to implement 
initiatives designed by the higher level governments (Murphy, 1971). Since few sanctions 
existed for noncompliance, these programs resulted in continuous bargaining between higher 
levels of government and locals (Ingram, 1977), Mistakenly, researchers concluded that 
bargaining would never end and the programs were destined for failure. 
After further study, Odden (1 99 1) asserted that the arguments against top-down 
implementation were too pessimistic. In fact, the second phase of implementation research 
began by reinvestigating the outcomes of the policies enacted in the 60s and 70s. Odden's 
analysis indicated that, after a bumpy initial start-up, compliance with legislative regulations 
improved. Further, Peterson (1986), found that most government programs eventually 
become implemented, But realistically, claiming that programs "get implemented is not the 
same as claiming that they "work" (Odden & Marsh, 1988, p. 44). Local implementers 
"corruptedq' hnding for other purposes and bent the mandates to their own purposes. Such 
top-down strategies are ineffective in managing situations that are in constant flux (Fullan, 
1993). Policies were often implemented but did not achieve their original purpose. They were 
fatally altered by the complexity of local systems. 
The focus of stage three research kept the original goal of successful policy 
implementation, but also added the identification of methods to measure progress toward 
addressing the original intent (Elmore & Marsh, 1988). To accomplish these dual goals, 
McLaughlin (1 987), suggested adding bottom-up (micro) implementation to top-down 
(macro) implementation strategies. To support this position, McLaughlin (in Elmore & 
Marsh, 1988), argues that success of the policy must consider micro implementation to 
address the complexity of local systems. McLaughlin further suggests emphasis at the lowest 
level of implementation: 
what is known about effective practice at the service delivery level 
how local practitioners could be influenced to attend to delivery 
make local practitioners expert in the effective practices 
make district, state, and/or federal level policies that force local practitioners 
to put these practices into use 
Fullan (1 993) believed that the more to-down mandates and bottom-up forces are 
coordinated, the more likely that complex systems will move toward greater effectiveness. A 
sense of the significance of this interaction is gleaned form McLaughlin (1988): 
Macro and micro strategies were linked through professional committees. These 
communities can embrace, ignore, reject, or undermine goals advanced by 
Policy reformers. When professional communities misunderstand or contest policy 
goal, the road to the classroom is difficult. (p. 82) 
McLaughIin (1 998) challenged other third generation implementation analysts to 
aggressively explore possible links between macro policy formation and micro policy 
implementation strategies. 
Prescriptive Implementation Research 
Fullan, among others, took up the challenge of examining the interplay between 
micro and macro implementation. Fullan (1991, p. 201) contends that restructuring reforms 
by focusing solely on micro implementation strategies devolved decision making failed to 
affect the teaching-Iearning core of schools. Fullan contends that micro impfernentation 
strategies such as shared decision making (SBM) and site-based management (SBM) are 
ineffective due to fundamental design flaws that include: 
* Ample evidence exist that organizations in general are not likely to initiate change 
in the absence of external stimuli. Schools are not noted for being innovative. 
When schools do have the opportunity to control the change process (as in SBM 
and SDM), they do not take productive action and are likely to get bogged down 
or make superficial changes. 
In decentralized systems (as well as centralized systems) it is difficult to discern, 
much less maintain, quality control. 
* Individual schools may become innovative, but will eventually become bogged 
down by district actions or inactions--hiring decisions, budget, etc. 
This research indicates that most schools, left to their own means, do not maintain an inertia 
toward change. The massive weight of complex institution favors staying in place. Then, for 
most schools the push to get the organization rolling will not come from the inside, 
It becomes apparent that in complex systems such as education, neither macro (top 
down) or micro (bottom up) implementation can stand alone and be effective. Therefore, 
Fullan (1994) contends that both theories are flawed, but the solution may lie in the selective 
use of both theories. Senge (1990) provides the possibility of this compromise when he 
suggests that simultaneous top-dowdbottom-up strategies are essential, due to the 
complexity of societies and systems. Validation of this view comes from Baker, Curtis, and 
Benson (1 991), who predicted that schools would show "systemic improvement" by blend 
internal development (micro strategies) and external involvement (macro strategies), They 
predict that the more that top-down and bottom-up forces are coordinated in schools, the 
more likely that these complex systems will move toward greater effectiveness. These 
effective schools would retain a stable local response to internal capacity as well as 
developing strong ties to external change efforts. 
implementation Lessons from "Active Schools" 
As policy implementation progressed these predictions proved well founded. Studies 
revealed anomalous responses in certain districts. Unexpectedly, small numbers of districts 
were found that go beyond the required government mandates and are responded very 
actively to state policy reforms. On occasion, these districts exhibited a tendency to get out 
ahead of the new state refoms in a way that distinguishes them from their peers (Fuhrman, 
Clune, & Elmore, 1991). Firestone (1989) dubbed these districts as "active" in the reform 
process. Firestone contended that this unusually aggressive response to mandates and 
inducements is an important one, since it illustrated the extent to which top-down policy 
implementation seemed dependent on the will and capacity of those at local level. Clues to 
understanding the interactions of micro and macro implementation strategies at the local 
level can be found in a study by Fuhrman et al. (1991): 
We found that administrators in these districts saw opportunities in the state reforms 
to accomplish their own objectives, particutarly as the state provides significant 
funding increases. Local districts are actively orchestrating various state policies 
around local priorities. Strategically interacting with the state to achieve local goals. 
Active districts contain personnel who were actively engaged in networks that 
influence state policy before it is formalized. Several new state programs were 
modeled after practices already underway in local districts. This increasing 
sophistication among local actors mean that they increasingly engage in strategic 
interaction with state actors both in responding to and affecting the content of state 
policy. (p. 209) 
Fuhrman et al. (1991, p. 21 8) also dubbed these local players "strategic interactors." Strategic 
interactors" seized policy opportunity, coordinated and expanded state policies to meet their 
needs and anticipated and actively shaped state policy. The significance of these interactors is 
especially significant in light of Firestone's (1989) assertion that active districts would 
"respond quite positively if the district interprets a policy as meeting its interests. 
Conversely, Firestone also notes that active districts could respond negatively to policies that 
interfere with the current agenda. hteractors then, work to translate policies in a way which 
blends and compliments ongoing local initiatives to move the district ahead. 
In addition to active leadership, active districts were engaged in state of the art staff 
development planning. In fact, new state programs are occasionally modeled after practices 
already undelway in local districts (Fuhrrnan et al., 1991). These districts had histories of 
implementing many different initiatives. This assertion is supported by McLaugfilin's (1987) 
assertion that organizations learn how to innovate by implementing innovations. Action 
provides a chance to break negative amplifying cycles in organizations. Astuto and Clark 
(1 986) contend that these entrepreneurial organizations always operate the edge of their 
competence, focusing more of their resources and attention on what they don't h o w  than 
controlling what they already know. 
Developing a Theory of AccountabiIity 
Adams and Kist (1999) contend that the purpose of public accountability in a 
democracy is to protect citizens from the flaws of public agents. This accountability links 
democracy and bureaucracy by limiting the actions of these public agents and holds them 
accountable to citizens. This accountability takes the form of public reporting. Goretz (in 
Fuhrman, 2001) describes public reporting as the most common form of accountability for 
public schools. Using this public reporting, citizens can demand improvement in schools or 
reward education for positive results. 
In 1980, Elmore first suggested the development of a feedback loop exists between 
the various entities involved in policy development and implementation. McDonnell and 
Elmore (1987) described an intricate but predictive cycle of policy creation, local 
implementation, analysis of feedback, and policy readjustment. This feedback loop, its data 
gathering and constant readjustment can form a theory of accountability. This theory of 
accountability implies that correctly choosing school performance measures, applying the 
appropriate policy response, and reassessing resulting improvements create a predictable, 
adjustable cycle of school reform. 
The first phase of the feedback loop required the selective collection of data. By 
choosing the correct feedback to measure school success and understanding the variety of 
policy responses available, legislators could assist educators to work harder and perform 
better (Elmore, 1980). Cohen and Hill (2001) emphasized the significance of data collection 
by policy makers. They contended that: 
Most reformers proceeded as if the nature and effects of those policy experiments 
Were already established. Few made any serous effort to bring evidence and analysis 
to bear. They did not hold themselves to the same standards of reflective work as 
they required from teaches and students. Only collecting the correct assessments and 
reflecting upon the results would allow policy-makers to enhance schools. (p. viii) 
The method chosen to assess results demands the attention of researchers and begs the 
question, which data do we assess? Current policies favor standardized testing. Adams and 
Kirst (1999) warn that the vast majority of American schools are not organized so that they 
can use standardized test results in ways that help them make improvements in teaching and 
learning. How then, did the focus of accountability become standardized test results? 
The gathering of statistics has existed for over a century. However, the public focus 
on these statistics is relatively new. Dorn (1 998) provides a brief history of 
accountability derived from standardized tests: Early in this century, statistics were 
only used internally by schools. Statistical evaluation was absent in the 1940's and 
2950's. A debate over SAT score trends developed in the 1960's. The New York 
Times did not start to report SAT scores annually until 1976. No network news 
broadcasts between 1968 and 1974 reported test scores as the substance of a story; the 
popular reporting of periodic student data is of relatively recent vintage. (p. 61) 
The real surge of standardized test literature and discussion began with the publishing 
of A Nation at Risk. A Nation at Risk initially standardized testing to assess schools, by 
comparing scores to those of previous decades and other nations. Such tests have been the 
yardstick for school success ever since. As a result, this philosophy is deeply imbedded in 
current accountability policies. 
Despite their favored status, critics revealed that high stakes standardized tests have a 
short, untested history. As a result, they were reluctant to gamble the future of education on 
these results. Popham (2002) gave voice to these criticisms by claiming that norm-referenced 
test scores reflect three factors: what is taught in schools, socio-economic factors that affect 
out-of-school learning, and innate intelligence. The inference here appeared to be that 
21 
teaching material which will appear on the test, living in an affluent area, and genetic luck of 
the draw were predominant factors influencing success on standardized testing. These 
variables ignore goal-setting and other higher order strategies involved in learning. Learning 
requires students to specify their own capabilities and efforts in order to set and attain 
reasonable and challenging goals. The target population of the testing (the students) are often 
the least likely to know what test results mean or how to use them to improve academically. 
Likewise, Siroknik (2002) contended: 
Economic factors limit the use of more complex and rich assessments of students 
Learning. Other than for reasons of economy and efficiency, there is little educational 
justification for using easily scored tests and only those tests to make high-stakes 
decisions. They cause narrowing of what gets emphasized to the subjects tested and 
only in the limited ways they are tested. (p. 665) 
Siroknik's work also suggests standardized testing accountability becomes self propagating, 
We never even think about possible alternatives that seem to compromise our ability 
to aggregate information when tests are pre-eminent, because they can be 
aggregated, We are no longer honoring the professional judgment of educators as a 
central and critically important feature of any responsible system designed to 
demonstrate what students know and are able to do. Ultimately, educators should 
know more about any given child than any test can tell us. (p. 669) 
Berrends, Bodilly, and Kirby (2002) proposed that these typical measurements used in public 
accountability systems provide very limited indicators of student and school performance. 
They further criticized the overwhelming emphasis given to scores on state tests as the 
measures of student improvement do not bode well for reform efforts. 
Standardized tests then, did not provide the mechanism for making high stakes 
decisions for education. Multiple measurements wilI better address the complexity of 
learning. However, multiple measures are difficult to aggregate and will also require 
increased capacity building and expense (Popham, 2002). Why bother to make such an 
expensive investment in multiple student assessments? 
The answer to this question lies in the importance of data collection in the creation of 
a feedback loop between schools and the legislature. When new policies were enacted or 
existing policies are examines, data collection is critical in determining the corrective policy 
response from the legislature. Differing data resuIts required a different response from a 
menu of possibilities available to legislators. McDonnell and Elmore (1987) described four 
potential policy responses to data analysis. These four methods included mandates, 
inducements, system changing, and capacity building. In the next sections, these four 
alternatives are presented in the language of the researchers. Also, the conditions that favor 
each alternative were presented. 
Mandates created governing rules. Mandates assumed the capacity to accomplish the 
goals existed within the institution and the use of coercion would improve performance. The 
goal of mandates is to create compliance. Mandates assumed the required action should be 
standardized and independent of the differing capacities of schools. Mandates required 
enforcement and there was no transfer of money as an inducement to comply. Mandates were 
introduced to create uniform behavior at low cost. The only cost is to create an enforcement 
agency. This agency became significant as the purveyor of consequences for noncompliance. 
Unhappily, mandates seldom result in uniform compliance since the last units of compliance 
usually involve prohibitively high enforcement costs (Sligler, 1971). 
The second alternative was inducements. Inducements assumed schools vary in their 
ability to produce value and the transfer of money elicits improved performance. 
Inducements were usually followed by rules to ensure money was directed toward the intent. 
Inducements assumed the capacity existed to produce the requirements if the right incentives 
are provided. Since districts vary in their capacity level, policymakers must be willing to 
tolerate variation in the product. There would be no standard product, but improvement was 
expected at all sites. 
A third alternative was system changing. Two conditions fostered a system changing 
alternative. First, working under existing incentives, institutions could not produce results 
that legislators wanted. Second, altering the-distribution of authority among institutions 
would significantly change the nature of what is produced. System changing was used for 
unresponsive schools that failed to address changes in the environment or to new policies. 
One example of system changing would remove the leadership or staff from a fajling school. 
This process is often called "reconstituting" a school. However, recent research warns that a 
practice of reconstituting schools by releasing administrators and teachers from failing 
schools and rehiring shows little hope of improving achievement. MaIen and Croninger 
(2002) warn that their study of reconstituted schoots reveals mixed results. Mafen and 
Croninger (p. 128) warn that "for now, we ought to resist temptation to gamble on 
reconstitution and instead focus on defensible ways to turn around troubled schools." 
The final alternative is to capacity building. Capacity building invests in future 
benefits with the expectation of future enhanced returns. In the short term, only those 
involved locally are the recipients, while society may benefit in the future, Examples would 
include "pure science" research. Here, investments in experimental procedures first benefit 
the particular recipients of the funding. Later, society may benefit from the research 
undertaken. Capacity buiIding requires patience and consistent investment in the future, 
Unfortunately, capacity building is often abandoned when it fails to produce immediate 
results and legislators became impatient. 
The implication is clear, collection of inadequate data and the application of policy 
response from the legislature can have either a positive or deleterious effect on the lives of 
educators and others involved in education. 
SuccessfUl Implementation is Reliant Upon School Capacity 
Consequences of Implementing Accountabilitv Policies 
Most professions decry the complexity of policy implementation and the papemork 
that inevitably followed. However, very seldom were the implications as corrosive to the 
profession as in education. Tye and O'Brien (2002) explored the impact of new 
accountability measures on the teaching profession. The implications are profound. In a 
survey of former teachers, they were asked to list the reasons that impacted their decision to 
leave the profession. Topping the list were increasing accountability and increased 
paperwork. Salary considerations did not appear until the seventh place. Those surveyed 
defined accountability as high stakes testing, test preparation, and standards. Tye and 
O'Brien (2002) found that it was the work environment itself that ultimately proved 
unbearable, and the pressures connected to standardized testing were a prominent feature of 
that work environment. Conversely, when practicing teachers were surveyed, saIary 
considerations moved to the top of the list while paperwork and accountability still sat near 
the top of the list at second and third. Tye and O'Brien contended that this information 
represents a significant shift in the perceptions of pubIic educators. Apparently, the historic 
view of teachers' lowered attention to salary concerns are not accurate. In addition, teachers 
would expect higher salaries in return for increased accountability and increased paperwork. 
Low salaries may also equate to low respect for the profession. Tye and O'Brien contend that 
this enduring neglect from the public may well be the reason that today's teachers are feeling 
so unhappy. Perhaps even more significantly, teacher job satisfaction was linked to 
improvements in student achievement. The philosophical, theoretical, and empirical evidence 
in support of this model are too overwhelming for it to be ignored. It appeared that a 
significant component of improving student achievement intertwines with teacher job 
satisfaction. During a teacher shortage, care must be taken to avoid discouraging teachers 
even further. Rather, methods must be found to attract and retain graduates to Iowa's 
dwindling supply of quality educators. 
Increasing Capacity Lessens Consequences of Accountability Policies 
As Iowa education sits in the middle of a teacher shortage, retention becomes a 
primary issue for all districts. Tye and OYBrien (2002) assert that building capacity in a 
teaching staff could promote retention. Studies indicate that most departing teachers were 
either new to the profession or veterans preparing to refire. Building human leadership 
capacity may work to curb the exodus of teachers. This theory contended that increased 
training makes a professional less likely to leave the profession. Doctors and lawyers were 
examples of professions where the rigors of training make departure unlikely. In this light, 
building capacity in teaching staff takes a new and significant place in the day-to-day life of a 
school district, The significance of developing capacity and keeping teacher morale high is 
especially relevant in times of great change. Capacity building will enhance teacher retention 
and student achievement. However, resources and commitment from legislators were not 
forthcoming. What should the public do about the need for capacity building and the lack of 
legislative will to enable real change. Sirotnik (2002) emphasized the need to hold legislators 
and policymakers accountable for providing the funding and capacity building that should 
accompany their rhetoric. He believes the public should not let education politicians off the 
hook: 
The gap between what politicians and policymakers say they want for public 
education and the actual mustering of will, commitment, and resources necessary to 
do something about it. A responsible ecology of accountability must operate on two 
fronts simultaneously, the day to day efforts to improve the education of children in 
schools and the concerted efforts of educators and their constituencies to demand that 
the political infrastructure dramatically alter its priorities and invest the necessary 
resources where they are needed most. (p. 671) 
SuccessfuI Implementation Requires Increased Capacity 
Throughout this review, the significance of building capacity repeats itself, over and 
over. Adarns and Kirst (1 999) specifically linked capacity and educational accountability. 
They believed leadership should move toward building school capacity to achieve 
accountability goals over time. Increased capacity was needed for developing multiple 
measures of student achievement and long-range improvement. To complicate matters, when 
asking schools to produce innovation, Berrends et al. (2002) contended that most schools are 
not fertile ground for break the mold ideas, because they lack capacity. Elmore ( I  980) 
suggested addressing a lack of capacity by delegating control to local implementers. This 
allows policy-makers to capitalize on complexity at the delivery level. 
Distinguish between the willingness of implementers to comply and the capacity 
to successfuIly deliver a service. ImpIementation depends more on capacity than it 
does on compliance. 
Focus resources as closely as possible to the point of delivery. Policies designed 
to improve delivery of services depend heavily on the discretionary choices at the 
delivery level. Resources must flow to those points in the system where they 
affect discretionary choices. 
When determining how to effectively build capacity in schools, Elmore (1 980) offers: 
Teachers will make most of the important discretionary choices in the implementation 
of a program. So, to be effective policy needs to change what teachers do in the 
classroom. Education is bottom heavy because the closer we get to the bottom of the 
pyramid, the closer we get to the factors that have the greatest effect on the programs 
success or failure. (p. 25) 
A key to improvement lies in reaching into individua't classrooms. But how do you get into 
Iowa's classrooms? Teachers are notoriously autonomous about their teaching practices. 
Cohen and Hill (2001) contend that we must fight the tendency to just shut the door and 
teach: 
Autonomy is especially corrosive in the United States, where fragmentation, weak 
knowledge of effectiveness and limited opportunities to Ieam leave teachers with 
little consistent and constructive guidance. The closer one gets to practice, the more 
influential privacy seems and the less coIlegiality (p. 174). 
Teacher isolation, the opposite of teamwork, is one of the most obvious realities of a 
teacher's life (Lortie, 1975). Lortie also found, 
Individualism combines with presentism (the myriad of daily events and duties) to 
retard the search for occupational knowledge. Teachers who work in isolation cannot 
create an empirically grounded, semantically potent common language. Unless they 
develop terms to indicate specific events, discussion will lack the clarity it needs to 
enlighten practice. Individualism supports presentism by inhibiting work with others 
in a search for common solutions. Teachers do not undertake the collegial effort 
which has played so crucial a role in other occupations. (p. 212) 
The negative impact of autonomy was addressed by Schmoker (1999) who believed 
that professional teaming among teachers was the foundation of enhancing achievement. His 
work was supported by November (1988, p. 6) who stated, "The best thing to invest in right 
now is collegiality. The number one skill that teachers will need is to be team-based, 
collegial, sharing their knowledge and wisdom." Only when teacher share practices, observe 
and submit to observation will the necessary reflection occur to improve performance. A 
large advancement in capacity building will begin with the introduction of effective teaming 
into a school system. Fullan (1 99 1) contended that colIegiality among teachers was a strong 
indicator of implementation success. This collegiality can be measured by the frequency of 
communication, mutual support, help, etc. Virtually every research study on the topic has 
found this to be the case. McLaughlin (1998) asserted that teachers must have time to team, 
so bureaucracies have to work through professiona1 communities to effect deep change. 
Teachers must have: 
The opportunity to talk together, understand each others' practice and move as a 
community to visions of practice. If teachers are not learning together, changes in 
government structures will mean little in terms of student outcomes. Restructure the 
organizational conditions that support discourse and strong community. @. 8 1) 
In summation, the school literature is clear regarding the significance of collecting the 
correct data and presenting responsive staff development. Leaders who build flexible cultures 
could take advantage of changes in the wind rather than dread them. Increasing capacity of 
educators allowed them to make the inevitable course adjustments that accompany responses 
to changing environments. This capacity to grow and change enhanced teacher retention and 
attracted new teachers to the profession. However, stability and discipline is required to 
invest in  capacity for the long term. A reduction of support will dishearten even the most 
loyal crew. 
Chapter 3 
METHODOLOGY 
It is not possible to describe or explain 
Everything one "knows" zn language form, 
Some things must be experzenced 
To be understood. 
Lincoln and Guba, 1985 
Introduction of Qualitative Methodology 
This naturalistic inquiry was based on the theoretical works of Lincofn and Guba 
(1985). Qualitative methods were chosen to derive a deeper understanding of a system of 
interactions from the eyes of irnplementers. Qualitative methodology was especially helpful in 
uncovering the actual day-to-day operations of complex policy implementation (Rist, 2000). 
This technique was critical since Iowa's emphasis on local control gave each school district 
the ability to address the mandates in an unique fashion. In each school setting, dozens of 
players interacted to interpret and implement policy. Naturalistic inquiry provided a good fit 
since these diverse outcomes could not be readily anticipated prior to the study (Lincoln & 
Guba, 1985, p. 102). Naturalistic inquiry provided the opportunity to examine multiple social 
realities through the experiences of multiple participants. 
Naturalistic research is also my personal preference since, as an educator, r prefer 
immersion in the everyday life of the participants. My personal training in science deeply 
acquainted me with positivism. In spite of this training, or because of it, I have come to 
prefer the paradigm of naturalism that allows a "deeper look" (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 30) 
at my profession. 
Research Design Characteristics 
Much of the design of this naturalistic inquiry evolved throughout the course of work. 
Lincoln and Guba (1985, p. 225) advised that planning could not be completely "given in 
advance" but emerged over the course of the study. The type of design must be "played by 
ear," it must unfold, cascade, roll, emerge (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p, 208). However, this did 
not precIude the general outline of a plan at the onset as suggested by Wolcott (1992). The 
researcher allowed a design to emerge by engaging in continuous data analysis. Every new 
act of investigation took into account everything that has been learned so far. (Lincoln & 
Guba, 1985, p. 209). The design of the study relied on inductive analyses. This inductive 
analysis provided the degree of flexibility necessary to give full voice to participants and 
allowed the formation of common trends and gaps throughout the data. The choice of 
naturalism also allowed the researcher the flexibility to adjust formats in a manner that 
allowed informants to tell their story. 
The format that ultimately emerged traced its roots to Cresswell (1998). Cresswell 
envisioned a circle of data collection. This circle included conceptualization of site selection, 
purposeful sampling, individual (participant) selection, gaining access and making rapport, 
collecting data and recording, field issues, and data storage. Each of these organizers is 
outlined and its interplay with the study is discussed below. 
Site Selection 
A significant element of this study hinged on the proper selection of school districts. 
Rather than the representative sampling prevalent in traditional positivist study, this work 
utilized the purposeful sampling of an "active" subset of a11 Iowa districts. Purposeful 
sampling, as suggested by Schumacher and McMillan (19931, is often chosen when an 
unusual dimension of an event (such as the implementation of a new federal policy mandate) 
identified inforrnation-rich entities that exhibited varying degrees of compliance. The use of 
purposehl sampling also increased the utility of information received from small samples. 
Purposehl sampling identified Iowa districts that were "active" in the implementation of 
previous accountability mandates. For the purposes of this study, active schools were defined 
as those districts that chose to adapt, adopt, coordinate, or expand on government initiatives 
(Firestone, 1989). These schools were believed to embody the characteristics needed for this 
study by providing strategies and cultures that favor successful implementation. 
Sites for the study were developed using "networking techniques" (Glesne & Peshkin, 
1992). State Department of Education officials, Area Education Association (AEA) 
personnel, members of statewide associations, and administrators were asked to nominate 
school districts to participate in the study. This type of reputational-case sampling seeks the 
recommendations of knowledgeable experts for the best samples available. 
Three members of the State Department of Education officials were chosen based on 
recommendations of administrators knowledgeable about the structure of the Department of 
Education and the responsibilities of various employees. Each was contacted by phone, 
efectronically, and finally in person. They received Firestone's (1 989) definition of active 
school districts and were informed of the intent of the work and how the information would 
be used. These identified a total of 12 school districts. Along with the recommendations 
came the following publication request: 
The Iowa Deparhnent of Education does not rank order school districts, nor does it 
publicly hold one school above another. As a result, in your study, nowhere should 
The Iowa Department of Education be listed as "Department recommended" or 
"Department endorsed." 
Area education association personnel were then contacted to produce a list of 
suggestions. Seven knowledgeable AEA employees were asked to supply the names of active 
school districts. A total of 13 schools were recommended. Administrators from Iowa schools 
and members of educational associations were also contacted. Eight district administrators 
were asked to recommend active schools. A total of 11 schools were identified by 
administrators and associations. In each case, the process mirrored the approach used with 
the Department of Education nominations. 
The resulting recommendations were triangulated to identify school districts that 
appeared on multiple lists and were generally acknowledged as active. The final list was 
gleaned to three school districts. One in Western Iowa, one in Central Iowa, and one in 
Eastern Iowa. As the study progressed, administrators at each chosen site were asked to 
identify other active districts. This snowballing of recommendations (Creswell, 1998, p.1 I 9) 
provided further validation as chosen districts identified each other by reputation. After the 
districts were chosen, their middle schools became the focus of this study due to the 
familiarity and expertise of the researcher as well as the importance of including the middle 
school setting in the over-all research design of the FINE foundation study. 
Participant Selection. 
Once sites selection was finalized, on-line and print documents were examined from 
each district, Following the review, knowledgeable local implemerrters were chosen to 
participate in a first-person examination to better understand the inner workings of these 
active schools. As suggested by Fuhrman (1999), local practitioners were chosen who had 
experience and a depth of understanding regarding how policy implementation was actually 
working in each district. This study identified superintendents and middle school principals 
as the initial contacts for each school district. 
This initial contact was used to gather information and gain access to other school 
district personnel. These superintendents and principals acted as "gatekeepers." In 
ethnographic studies, this gatekeeper is typically the initial contact for the researcher and 
leads to other informants (Hammersly & Athnson, 1995). In this study, administrative 
gatekeepers lent legitimacy to the researchers by positively discussing the study with their 
employees. They also enabled the process by building interview schedules and providing 
materials or document reviews. 
The purposeful selection of participants represents a key decision point in any 
qualitative research (Creswell, 1998). The initial face-to-face contacts were made with the 
superintendents of each of the three "active" school districts. The first district visit with the 
superintendent was to explain the purpose of the study and gain permission to interview a 
minimum of 10 participants. A total of 10 participants were chosen believing that "a few 
cases, interviewed in depth, would yield many insights about the topic" (Schumacher & 
McMillan, 1993, p. 378). 
The participants included the superintendent, building-level administrators, 
curriculum director, a school board member and six classroom teachers. The superintendent 
was asked to pick the school board member and building level principals were asked to 
suggest teachers for the study. Principals were to select individuals who are knowledgeable 
and informed about the implementation of policy (Schumacher & McMillan, 1993). In 
general, participants were selected based on their presence in ~e district during the 
implementation process, the richness of their experiences, and their thoughtful nature in areas 
relevant to this research project. 
The Interview Process 
As the interviews unfolded, all participants received information explaining the 
purpose of the study and the manner in which results would be used. At the time of the 
interview, each participant read and signed a Consent Form (see A). This form stated the uses 
and purpose of the study, the voluntary nature, and the ability of the interviewee to withdraw 
at any stage of the study. 
Participants were reminded that the primary audience would be state policymakers, 
teachers and administrators, board members, and those involved in education at the state and 
AEA level. Moreover, since the study was carried out under the auspices of the legislatively 
created FINE foundation, the results may be released more publicly, so the eventual audience 
was unknown. With this understanding, the interviews were carried out using the interview 
forms found in Appendix B. At the end of each interview session, participants were thanked, 
reminded that they would receive a copy of the report summary, and told that a member 
check would be conducted. This member check would allow participants to review 
transcripts for accuracy. After reading the transcript, their input and clarifications were 
welcome. Some scholars of qualitative research consider this step to be crucial for he 
credibility of the study (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 
At each step of the research, ethical guidelines were followed to protect the privacy 
and the confidentiality of participants. In research, the investigator's paramount 
responsibility is to those they study. When there is conflict of interest, the individuals must 
come first. Researchers must do everything in their power to protect the physical, social, and 
psychological welfare and to honor the dignity and privacy of those studied (American 
Anthropologcal Association, 1983, p. 1). This research was approved by the human subjects 
review board of Drake University. 
Collecting and Recording Data 
During the study, specific attention was given to enhancing the trustworthiness of the 
data. The conventional criteria for trustworthiness are internal validity, external validity, 
objectivity, and reliability. A parallel system exists for naturalistic study. Internal validity is 
replaced by "credibility:" "Transferability" replaces external validity. "Dependability" 
corresponds to reliability, Objectivity is replaced by "confimability" (Lincoln & Guba, 
1985). 
To increase the credibility of a naturalistic study, Lincoln and Guba suggest the use of 
prolonged engagement, triangulation, and member checking. Prolonged engagement in this 
study is represented by three visits to each school district (representing a total of four days at 
each site). The triangulation of document reviews, interviews, and field notes further enhance 
credibility. Finally, member checking of the final documents by participants assures a greater 
sensitivity to the true meaning of each interview. 
Data for this study was collected fiom two main sources, document reviews and 
interviews. Denzin (1 994) states that using two data sources allows researchers to seek out 
patterns of consistency within the respective sources and between the two sources. During 
the document review, the examination included the Consolidated School hprovement Plan 
(CSIP), staff development histories, Annual Progress Reports (APR), demographic data, 
financial records, and other related materials. These documents provided insight into the 
local organizational schemes, governance, and culture. 
The interview phase of the study provided perceptions ftom those engaged in the 
work of implementing the accountability mandates. The credibility of this research rested 
primarily on these site interviews. Good interviews relied on the development of good 
questions and interviewing skills. The interview questions and techniques were honed during 
pilot interview sessions. The interview questions were developed and tested in pilot 
interviews with a member of the Iowa Department of Education, a superintendent, a 
curriculum director, a principal, and two teachers. Locke (1993) suggested, aAer completing 
a pilot, researchers can step back, reflect on their experiences, discuss it with their peers, and 
revise their research based on what they learned fiom the pilot study. The final selection of 
questions was determined after the pilot study. Meetings were held with the doctoral 
committee and my peers to assure quality of the questions and processes. The final results of 
these meetings are reflected in the question sets in Appendixes C and D. 
As the process unfolded at each site, participants were involved in a 60-minute in- 
depth interview. The research method employed active listening, reflection, and occasional 
prompts when such seemed appropriate. The interviews were tape recorded and field notes 
were kept by the interviewer. Vygotsky (1987) advised that accuracy is increased with taped 
interviews since each word a participant speaks reflects his or her consciousness. Field notes 
provided the researcher's impressions and general observations regarding the setting and 
nature of the interviews. The interviewer wrote reflections directly after each session. These 
reflections summarized major points and general perceptions. 
The final contact with each district was to conduct a member check. A written report 
was mailed to the site respondents for their perusal prior to the third visits. Lnterviewees were 
given the opportunity to examine these draft copies of data and invited to discuss the 
accuracy and credibility of the interpretations. Any comments or clarifications could be 
directed back to the interviewer for inclusion in the study. 
This study did not intend to evaluate the current Iowa school improvement policy or 
generalize to a larger statewide population (Cresswell, 1994). However, it is still the 
qualitative researcher's responsibility to maximize what can be learned in the study (Tellis, 
1997). This thick description (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) of the participants, their interviews, the 
environment, and conditions add to the understanding of the reader and allow the selective 
linkage from this environment to others. 
Field Issues and Data Management 
Field issues such as collection of notes, timelines for interviews, issues of obtaining 
permission, interviewing techniques, ethical issues, and many others were discussed with 
peers and the doctoral committee. Their experience and input was extremely valuable to 
develop protocols, reasonable expectations, and to anticipate problems in the field. In 
addition, discussions on data management and developing a sense of the enormity of data to 
expect. 
During these meetings, various filing systems, including computer software 
programs, were analyzed and discussed at length. However, computerized systems were not 
chosen due to perceived difficulty of use and my inexperience with the software. Ln addition, 
the need for quality interviewing equipment and backup systems was emphasized. The final 
process of data collection included written notes, two tape recorders running simultaneously, 
and the naming of reliable transcriptionists. 
Data Analysis 
One by one, each set of school data was analyzed in its entirety. Constant comparison 
was employed to search for patterns and themes emerging from the employees of each 
individual school district. Throughout the study ongoing document reviews along with open 
coding of transcripts was employed to refain sensitivity to the participant's views (Peshkin, 
1993). After transcription, each transcript passage was marked and recorded. A computer 
was used to compile each passage into a graphic display that was shared with the doctoral 
committee and peers. The process of noting what is interesting, labeling it, and putting it into 
appropriate files is called "coding"data (Dey, 1993, p. 58). In open coding, the researcher 
forms "initial categories of information" (Creswell 1998, p. 57). Strauss and Corbin (1 998) 
further explain that categories are aggregated units of information (categories) composed of 
events, happenings, and instances. As suggested by Creswell(1998, p. 57), subcategories 
were found within each major category by "dimensionalizing the data to show the extreme 
possibilities on the continuum of the properties." Following open coding, "axial coding" 
(Creswell, 1998, p. 57) was used to reconstruct the data in new ways. Winnowing the data 
into a reduced form identifies core categories. Codes were compared a d  rearranged until 
saturated. The data was then compared between schools. To aid in the organization of data, 
tables were developed for participants. These tables aided the organization and display of the 
data. Table 1 represents a model table used for an administrator from school A. Similar tables 
were constructed for all participants. 
Table 1 
School District A Administrator 
Inquiry Categories Sample Perceptions 
Perceptions of school personnel within each school were examined using a table 
similar to the model that appears in Table 2. (T1 is the first teacher interviewed, T2 is the 
second teacher interviewed, etc.). Each school was similarly handled and trend data within the 
schools was developed. General themes for each individual school were identified. 
Table 2 
School A 
Categories Administrators Board Member 1 - 6 Teachers Trends 
Finally, trends between schools were identified. A table similar to the model that appears in 
Table 3 was developed to compare the trends of each school to each other. The researcher 
looked across school districts to find trends common to all school districts 
Table 3 
Trends Across Three Schools 
Categories School A School B School C Trends 
Limitations 
The issue of trust in research begins with the recognition of those limitations that 
exist in the design and nature of the study (Merriam, 1998). Potential limitations to this study 
would include a lack of generalizability to other situations. This study is not a representation 
of a statistical sampling of schools and its results are intended only to represent three active 
schools at a moment in time. Nor does this study attempt to use the results to extrapolate 
predictions to other schools. This data is qualitative in nature and is constructed fiom the 
perceptions of those interviewed. 
At the outset it is incumbent to identify my own personal bias me present in the 
original design decisions. An example would include, my interest in middle level education. 
This prompted my choice of middle school teachers as interview participants. I cannot escape 
my personal frame of reference as data is viewed through the lens of my own experiences 
and judgment, That judgment depends on the researcher's experience, both in the past in 
general and in working with and internalizing the interviewing material; it may be the most 
important ingredient a researcher brings to the study (Marshall, 198 1). However, at every 
junction I attempted to avoid any bias that would be introduced by my background. I made 
an effort to remain neutral during the questioning process, note taking, transcription, coding 
of tapes, and development of findings. Teachers were nominated by administrators and 
school members were nominated by the superintendent. 
Trustworthiness 
Trustworthiness persuades a reader that a study is credible and worthy of attention. 
Lincoln and Guba (1985, p. 301) set strict criteria for the development of trustworthiness in a 
naturalistic study. Included in this list were activities that increase the probability that 
credible findings will be produced: prolonged engagement, persistent observation, 
triangulation, peer debriefing, referential adequacy, and member checks. These methods were 
used throughout the data collection, analysis, and reporting stages to establish 
trustworthiness. 
Multiple visits to each site for the purposes of gaining hour-long, in-depth interviews 
with a minimum of nine sources at each site provided sufficient engagement to ascertain the 
culture of each schoot. In addition to interviews with multiple informants, triangulation at 
each site included document reviews, notes, tours, and a reflexive journal. Informal member 
checks after transcribing intewiews provided an important opportunity to verify the 
opportunity to assess intentionality (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 3 f 4). That is, the actual intent 
of the informant is assured by reviewing, or '"playing back," a written transcript. Referential 
adequacy is enhanced by the archiving of transcribed interviews, site summaries, coded 
transcripts, audio tapes, and reflections as an audit trail. Using the participants' own words in 
the development, coding, and reporting enhances the trustworthiness of data (Lincoln & 
Guba, 1985, p. 3 13). Finally, due to good fortune, the study was a piece of a larger research 
commissioned by the FINE organization. Peer debriefing on a regular basis exposed the 
researcher to the groups' searching questions, the opportunity to "bounce hypothesis off' 
more objective colleagues, introduction of alternate methodological designs, and provided a 
support group throughout the often isolated work of naturalistic inquiry (Lincoln & Guba, 
1985, p. 308). 
Chapter 4 
After all, politics is about allocating 
values through governmenf. 
Educational concerns are not the exception. 
Kirst, 1997 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
This chapter represented the findings of each research question posed in Chapter 1. In 
each of the three districts, the first visitation occurred with the superintendent and included 
an extensive gathering of documents for review. The second visit included a minimum of 
nine interviews that were conducted over a two-day period. The third and final visit was to 
conduct a review of transcripts by the participants. The findings are organized under six 
topics, which include local characteristics and culture, local perceptions of the policy intent, 
impact on schools, barriers to implementation of the mandates, unanticipated consequences 
of the mandates, unanticipated consequences of the mandates, and suggestions to improve 
such mandates during hture legislation. 
School A 
Local Characteristics 
District characteristics. 
District A covered over 200 square miles in rural Iowa and served approximately 
2,000 students in kindergarten through 12th grade. The district had over one 125 teachers 
housed in five school buildings. Extracurricular faciIities included gymnasiums, a baseball 
diamond, and an athletic stadium. The activities program had grown steadily each year. 
The school clientele was characterized by a free and reduced lunch population 
slightly under the state average. The district ethnic diversity was significantly under the state 
average, as was the number of limited English proficient students. 
Financially, the last five years revealed a significant carryover of approximately 
$250,000 in cash. During the last five years, the average unspent balance had grown steadily. 
The financial picture revealed the solid monetary health of the district. The average teacher 
salary was just under the state average and the teacher experience was in excess of the state 
average. Like most rural Iowa school districts, the district had an extensive bus route system 
and a large transportation fleet. State technology funds were used to lay fiber optics cable. 
All classrooms had computers with high speed (TI) connection to the htemet. All staffhad 
e-mail connections. Each media center had a mini computer lab. There were several large 
computer labs located throughout the district, and the district had its own Website. Breakfast 
and lunch were served at all sites. 
District-wide student achievement was measured by the Iowa Test of Basic Skills 
(ITBS) at the elementary level and the Iowa Test of Educational Development at the high 
school level. Accountability was reported to the state at grades 4,8, and 11 in reading and 
math. ~eport ing in science was in grades 8 and Z I .  The district used these tests to measure 
student achievement growth. The district's goal was to decrease to zero the number of 
students falling below the 40" percentile on standardized tests. An overall view of the 
district's achievement revealed math scores above the 7 0 ' ~  percentile in all grade levels. 
~ e a d i n g  scores were at or above the 60" percentile, while science was above the 7oth 
percentile at all levels. After graduation, over 85% of District A graduates pursued post- 
secondary education or training. Ninety percent of District A students achieved a successful 
score on a status report indicating probable success in post-secondary education. The dropout 
rate was far less than the state average. 
The district had a strong heritage of staff development for its teachers. The local AEA 
and surrounding schools look to the district for leadership in this area. In fact, a school board 
member identified its status as a "lighthouse district" for surrounding schools. That is, this 
district was acknowledged as a leader in implementing new staff development initiatives. 
Cooperative learning, middle school concept, thematic education, and multiple intelligences 
training were included in a partial list of staff development efforts within the past five years. 
The district utilized study teams to implement initiatives. Teaming was a significant 
ingredient of school success mentioned by all educators. 
Locad culture. 
Many educators felt the culture of this school and community was unique. One 
educator offers, "We had our ducks together in a lot of respects. We're doing a good job. We 
had a lot of community support. We just don't do a lot of show and tells." A teacher with 
many years of continuous service added, "For years we had no money and things were not 
good. Then, the economy got better and everything turned around, including our reputation. 
Now, we considered ourselves a progressive district and surrovnding smaller districts respect 
our leadership." A school board member emphasized this point: 
We moved to this district because my job would draw from this community and many 
of the smaller surrounding communities. The school benefited from the same 
phenomenon. It was a lighthouse district for the surrounding schools. We benefited 
from geography. There wasn't another big town within a fifiy-minute drive. We were 
the leader and our reputation grew from that. 
Educators believed many of the parents were typical blue collar working people. 
They supported their schools and passed bond issues. They had simple questions about 
schools. When asked what types of information parents valued about their school, one 
administrator replied: 
I think they wanted to know something about how the standardized tests were going, 
but they really wanted to know their teacher's name and that their kids were safe at 
school, having a good time and that type of thing. Reporting was both formal and 
informal and always seemed to satisfy our community. Since the government made us 
change our reporting, I guess the government knew something about our schooI that 
the community didn't know. 
Local Perceptions of Policy Intent 
The cost of declining status. 
Educators noted that Iowa traditionally ranked at or near the top of standardized 
testing scores. The perception of a quality education had been one of Iowa's few selling 
points. Educators believed that Iowans believed that this education heritage was in danger 
from sliding test scores. As one educator said, '"Education had always been Iowa's strong 
suit, it's an ego thing about being the best in the nation at something." Participants believed 
that Iowa had few lures to attract and hold its business and citizens. Concerns were high 
regarding the loss of young adults to other states. Teachers were especially distressed at 
seeing some of their most talented and brightest students move out of state. Therefore, any 
downturn in education trends would harm an already precarious economy and state ego. As 
one board member commented, "We don't have wages or a favorable climate, so a good 
education is one of the few recruitment tools. After all, that was the reason we moved back to 
Iowa." Educators felt that achievement slips must be addressed for the sake of all Iowans. 
Reaction to federal pressure. 
There was a strong consensus that Iowa had no choice but to implement systemic 
changes in education. Iowa was the lone holdout to a nationwide system of content standards 
and standardized assessment. Iowa educators believed that pressure for compliance with 
federal mandates was increasingly intense. A principal s m e d  up the sentiment with his 
comment, "We were getting hammered pretty good because we were the only state without 
state standards." In fact, one teacher believed Iowa was on the verge of "losing local control 
to the federal government, losing control of schools completely." This threat caused great 
consternation to educators in a local control state. To keep its fast vestiges of local control, 
educators believed Iowa struck a deal with the federal government. The curriculum director 
proposed, "This deal allowed the schools to keep some of their local control in exchange for 
reporting of core achievement indicators to the department of education and the federal 
govement." Participants bemoaned the loss of some control but understood the federal 
pressure that Iowa legislators were facing. 
Increased accountability in exchange for increased spending. 
hitially, many participants believed that legislators sincerely wanted to increase 
student achievement by improving teaching. Educators speculated that legislators equated 
declining test scores with teachers not doing their jobs, One administrator commented: 
You can say what you want, but this whole deal is about increasing accountability. 
It's making districts more accountable for what they're doing. Districts were holding 
teachers more accountable and kids were going to get more of what is being 
measured. Like it or not. Somebody is going to look at these plans and our results. 
That's the bottom line. 
Educators often associated increased data collection and increased accountability to hints of 
increased salary. A principal summarized this when she said: 
I'm a realist. If you look at the state budget and the amount of money the state was 
spending on education, we have something to prove to them. I personally heard several 
legislators say that if we going to pay teachers more, then we want to know they are 
doing the job. 
This increased accountability among educators was universally seen as increasing 
standardized test scores. As one administrator shared, "Increased pay also means increased 
test scores. It's a chicken or the egg kind of thing as to which comes first." 
The politics of educational reform. 
Many educators developed a suspicion that the policy implementation was favorable 
to larger school districts. The timelines and accountability requirements would eventually 
drain energy and resources from smaller districts. Several participants believed that complex 
reporting mechanisms would purposely force consolidation of smaller school districts. As 
one administrator shared, "You need someone in your district whose full-time job is to focus 
on curriculum and instruction. When the superintendent also runs transportation, nutrition, 
and other stuff, who is doing the mandated stuffl" However, the superintendent added, "It is 
easier to move 18 teachers than one 130. So size may demonstrate some tradeoffs." A size- 
issue dichotomy was proposed by a teacher who noted limits to size discrepancies: 
Economically, larger schools have more money and technology. They tend to score 
better on tests and have better placement in colleges. How are we going to compare 
the big 4A schools to schools with Iess than 200 in the whole district? They just don't 
have the resources to compete. 
Impact on the Schools 
Dissemination ofthe policy information. 
A comparison of participant transcripts identified no single method by which the 
mandates were communicated to educators or the community. Leadership feIt that tight 
timelines disrupted the usual lines of communications. Timelines focused communication 
efforts on teacher-leaders, union representatives, and select community members. As a result, 
only a small number of staff and community became aware of the legislation through 
traditional district channels of communication. Other teachers with close ties to the local area 
education association were knowledgeable early on. The vast remainder of the faculty 
initially became aware of the mandates through personal readings, e-mailings from 
legislators, union meetings, newspapers, and informal teacher conversations. This lack of 
continuity of delivery surprised many educators. Previously, messages flowed back and 
forth smoothly through district study teams, but not this time. Leadership admitted that this 
discontinuity accounted for some confusion originally and some which still exists. An 
experienced teacher advises, "We needed to get people aware of what was happening right 
away. The more You can make people aware earlier on, the better the outcome will be.'" 
teacher offered that the lack of good communication resulted in, "what we call a third 
generation memo. At each level the message is interpreted a little differently, so different 
employees end up doing different things with different understandings." One administrator 
blamed the confusion on the legislature, "I'm still not sure we're doing what the legislature 
wanted. I'm not sure that they [the legislature] knew what they wanted. I just can't tell." 
A new focus on excellence. 
Many educators noted the streamlining effects of the legislation. Teachers believed 
that previous initiatives were worthwhile, but jumped from cooperative learning one year, to 
Stiggins the next, and to peer coaching the next. The district moved from one bandwagon to 
another and teachers felt there was precious little time to implement. Teachers now had a 
single focus of accountability for student achievement and held hopes for proper 
implementation time. An educator noted, "We've always done such a hodgepodge of things. 
For a long time we have been looking for follow-through. If this doesn't focus you, then it's 
as worthless as the curriculum guides have been the last thirty years." An administrator went 
further: 
It really makes you decide what's important in your district and what isn't. It has 
given us extreme focus on reading, reading comprehension, and math. As a result, it 
has also focused funding, staff development, and energy on those topics. You don't 
have time for staff development like laughter in the classroom anymore. 
Many educators have rejoiced in a deeper shared commitment to excellence. As one 
administrator stated, "I think we are more accountable for what we do and how we teach than 
before 2272."Another prominent educator echoed the sentiment: 
We were like many other schools. We were touchy-feely. We were doing a good job 
in a nice community. The schools were nice and people were happy. Then we 
discovered that we were doing a good job, but not a great job. Now we look at test 
data. Our eye is on the ball. We redid our standards and benchmarks, changed the 
cuniculum cycle, and we are a different school. 
Teachers expressed hope that this new initiative would provide adequate implementation 
time and not degenerate into the hodgepodge bandwagons of the past. 
Change in educator's roles ajierpolicy implementation. 
The roles of all involved in the educational process were changed by the legislation. 
The superintendent stated: 
My job was to focus people on the plan. When I first received a copy of Chapter 12, I 
went through it with a fine tooth comb. I have been reading this stuff ever since. It 
consumed my job. There isn't any doubt that 2272 caused more work for school 
administrators. 
Other educators commented on the changing role of the superintendent. An administrator 
noted, "I never knew how important a key leadership person at the top really was. You have 
to know where you want to go, but you also have to identify the vehicles which will take you 
there." This statement indicated the increasing need to identify, hire, and retain leaders. 
Principals are now deeply engaged in the process of data collection. The principal 
summarized: 
In the last three years, I've paid a lot closer attention to data. It clicked with me that 
parents pay for education and deserve to know achievement data just like they would 
deserve to have a house inspected before they buy it. They need to know the good and 
the bad. I had an obligation to know that data and share it with the public. 
Another administrator commented on changes to her professionaI life: 
The mandates caused a ton of change. I get to crunch numbers more, but I didn't have 
as much time to manage the building. Many of my tasks have been delegated to 
teachers and secretaries. Now, if I was working with numbers and a student was sent 
to the office, they waited longer to see me. Leadership is more important than 
management at that moment. 
Most teachers believe the mandates have fundamentally changed the profession. As 
one science teacher noted, "There is a much stronger focus. We are much more accountable 
than ever before. Now we have to prove we are doing a good job, we can't just say it." This 
accountability has come from the strict alignment of cuniculum and development of new 
skills. A language arts teacher feels, "I take this new accountability as a personal challenge 
to improve myself and to make things better for kids. This focus on reading is long overdue." 
Changing teachers to teacher-leaders has been especially critical to the process. An 
administrator remarked, "It is critical to identify teacher leaders and give them power. More 
of the leadership work had to be done by teachers. I did not have the time to do everything." 
A teacher noted a significant role change in his career due to the mandates. We remembered: 
When I got out of college, I saw my job as a creator of activities. Be creative, make 
good activities and they will learn. Now I feel my role has changed to an assessor of 
growth. That's a change for me. I don't know how I feel about that. 
Without doubt, the mandates provided a renaissance for the significance of 
curriculum directors. The curriculum director was charged with writing the district's 
comprehensive ~chool improvement plan. This plan was the result of a collaborated effort; 
however, the superintendent noted "We couldn't have done this without an excellent 
curriculum director. He really helped guide the entire process. I can't believe districts could 
survive without this position." The curriculum director admitted spending "countless hours" 
insuring compliance for the district and assisting in the design and implementation of the 
district plan. He believed: 
It forces you to make the best use of your time. I have to prioritize. When I first 
moved to this job, 1 went to conferences once or twice a year to find out what was 
going on in other places. Now, I have no time for that. Compliance locally had taken 
the place of a lot of the innovative sharing I used to do with other districts. 
The role of community in the process changed, but not necessarily as might be 
anticipated. If a central purpose of the legislation was to improve community involvement, 
educators saw the inverse result. One veteran educator noted: 
I think we really lost input from our staff and community when we brought pre- 
established plans with tighter limitations due to the legislation. We used to build these 
plans together from scratch. Now, we forced involvement but I wouldn't call it 
col1aboration.You can't mandate collaboration. 
The superintendent echoed a similar sentiment when she noted: 
Parent input was always valuable prior to 2272. They assisted and served the role of 
devil's advocate. Now, how can we expect community members to understand this 
change when ow teachers don't even have the expertise yet? Things are so complex 
now that professionals have spent hundreds of hours developing this process. The 
parents are intimidated by the complexity. I don't blame them. They just ended up 
saying just tell us what to do and we'll do it. 
In many ways, educators believed that parents moved from active players in the game to 
active spectators of the game. 
Localizing the mandates. 
The educators interviewed believed the district has historically been held accountable. 
Perhaps not by the state for standardized test results, but held accountable by their local 
community. The community had always believed the district was progressive with good 
leadership. One teacher offered: 
Our district had always been focused on accountability, just not to the government. 
More to our community. We've had to think outside the box to get ahead. We had a 
private school within the county and recruiting is always a challenge. We have always 
lived in a competitive environment. 
In addition, the inner-workings of the district school board meetings were covered 
continually by the local newspaper. An educator commented, "Our business is always open 
to the public, when it comes to the newspaper, sometimes we're the only game in town. 
There really aren't any secrets here." Further evidence of the unique situation and the culture 
is indicated by the cuniculum director: 
It is impossible to rebuild what we have done here in a different setting. We were not 
a copy cat district. I'm not sure we were doing what the legislature wanted, I'm not 
sure that they knew what they wanted. They can come and tell us we were doing it 
wrong, but we're doing it in a common sense way for us. We're trying to have it 
make sense for our kids, in our town. 
One teacher had just arrived from a different school district. This circumstance 
resulted in a different perception. This teacher saw the mandates as an equity issue. A11 Iowa 
students would be learning the same content. She saw a standardizing impact as curricuIurns 
and techniques statewide were becoming more similar. She observed that the two Iowa 
schools were establishing similar standards, assessments, and staff development. This 
standardizing process would result in a loss of autonomy by individual classroom teachers. 
There would be less choice of topics for teachers and fewer options to deliver the content, As 
a result, she determined: 
The law implies that, if these were truly public schools, then children should learn the 
same things. When students moved, they should not be at a disadvantage. Some of the 
experienced teachers talked as they struggled with losing the ability to make 
decisions. I never experienced that freedom, so I don't miss it. But I could tell that 
they missed it. 
Changes in stafldevelopment. 
Upon hearing of the mandates, the curriculum director and superintendent sat down to 
plan. They chose first to address standards and benchmarks. They employed a consortium to 
develop assessments for those standards. Teachers worked in teams with members of the 
same department at other grade levels. This between grade level work was somewhat new. 
Most teams were built within grade levels at the middle school. However, teams quickly 
adjusted. This process encompassed first year staff development. 
The second year was spent goal setting for grades 4,8, and 1 1. Evaluations were 
chosen for these grades that aligned with the newly established standards. In addition, "All 
children can learn to read" was circulated in a bumper sticker style campaign to focus staff 
on the new reading goals. Reading training was provided for all teachers and a united effort 
to raise test scores swept across the district. 
Year three was greeted with a new motto, "a11 teachers are reading teachers." Study 
teams were recreated. The district was familiar with a teaming process from previous staff 
development efforts. Little additional training was required. Instead, faculty energy was 
focused on learning grade specific reading strategies and the logging of progress. Principals 
read teacher-initiated logs and responded to their progress toward the goals. Teachers 
demonstrated accountability for implementing the changes and looked forward to reaping the 
benefits of these changes, One teacher observed, "There is a lot of trust in trying this new 
stuff. There are things I don't have time to cover as a result. We better see results." 
Barriers to Implementation 
Time. 
A Iack of time was universally identified as a barrier to implementation. As a 
curriculum director evaluated the changes, he commented, "We were hurting for time. We're 
trying to get extra time passed by our schooI board. That is always a challenge." Because the 
new legislation did not provide additional reimbursed time, the increase in workload 
impacted the personal and professional lives of teachers. One teacher recounted a typical day, 
She explained: 
I teach a senior class. We have large classes here. The work now is overwhelming. Last 
night I spent two hours writing standards and another half hour writing reading logs. I 
worked on my lesson plans and went to bed late. I didn't have time to check student 
work or make up a packet for tomorrow. It's just more time I have to spend on 
weekends or during free periods and less time I can spend with students. Legislators 
need to know how this taxes the entire system. 
Another teacher commented, "Money wasn't always the biggest issue. This type of change 
takes time. Something this big cannot happen overnight." Teachers felt pressure from society 
to address all the issues in a child's life, in addition to education. Historically, the staff felt 
that adequate time was originally given for instruction, but not now when they must subtract 
the time lost to addressing today's social issues. A potential suggestion came from a 
classroom teacher, "If you can't give us more time, then take some social things off the plate. 
We can't solve all of society's ills in eight hours." 
Reinforced teacher resistance. 
Most teachers initially rallied to the new mandates and optimistically embraced the 
opportunity to improve achievement in exchange for additional funding for schools. 
However, some returned to their previous skepticism as additional resources were not 
provided. As one teacher-leader noted, "One of the biggest problems now is just getting 
disillusioned people on board. I don't know how administrators do it on a regular basis." 
Another educator reflected, "Many of these teachers can't pinpoint exactly why they are 
unhappy, but this legislation seemed to focus and reinforce all the frustrations of the past." A 
young teacher echoed that sentiment. "The changes aren't as big for me as they are for more 
experienced teachers. I hear them say that everyone is always ~ n g  to change education, but 
nothing ever happens." Some teachers recognized a wedge being driven between teachers 
actively engaged in the process and those who resisted the changes. One experienced teacher- 
leader bemoaned: 
The biggest impact will occur when everyone cooperates across the board. We need 
to change if it's in the best interest of the kids. I don't understand negative 
philosophies. I don't tolerate them very well, either. They needed to either get on or 
off the boat. 
Teachers were very concerned that they would be held accountable for situations 
beyond their controt. Teachers wanted legislators to realize the hstrating lack of support 
from some parents. Families negativeIy impacted student academic growth by exerting 
choices that hinder achievement. That is, many parents do not beIieve in homework and 
won't send their students to summer school. One teacher lamented that she has a young girl 
in class who qualifies for special education, but the parent refuses services. She lamented: 
I can only help her so far. She needed more specialized help. I could only argue so 
long unless we go to a hearing. If those parents don't change, she's probably not 
going to perform better regardless of the changes in the law, She probably won't 
show a year's growth on the mandated tests. Will I be judged on that? 
As a result, educators ask that legislators broaden accountability into a shared responsibility 
with parents and community. All invotved shouid have standards of accountability and 
' cooperation. 
A lack of resources hinders the process. 
Most of the educators gave credit to the legislature for "originally having their hearts 
in the right place concerning educational issues" but strongly resented the lack of follow-up 
support from the legislature. One veteran administrator commented, "Tell the legislature not 
to Come up with this stuff and then not support us. Don't just give us the eight teaching 
stmdards and leave us siaing there." Even this relatively lucrative district felt a lack of 
resources to purchase teacher time and hire the substitute teachers that would allow 
classroom visitations, observations, and intensive work necessary for implementation. An 
influx of new money would be necessary to accomplish the task. 
Educators also saw a problem in their ability to find new resources to tackle the real- 
life problems that hinder achievement of the district goals. A principal suggested: 
We have so many special education programs to support learning disabled kids. The 
question really is how do you eliminate at-risk kids in your district? There are so 
many kids who do not have disabilities but are devoid of the traditional American 
family support systems that made education successful. How big is the hnding 
stream for those kids? 1'11 tell you, it's just a trickle. 
h addition, the mandates hamstring administrator's ability to allocate the funding 
they already have. So many strings are tied to funding streams that flexibility is almost 
impossible. The superintendent summed up with this concern: 
Representatives say that we need dynamic leadership. They want dynamic leadership 
in the department of education and the schools. How can I by dynamic when I can't 
control the money that comes into my school? The federal and state mandates target 
the money, How much room does that leave me to be dynamic? 
Unintended Consequences 
An exaggerated focus on high stakes testing. 
A universal feeling among educators was the danger of overemphasizing the 
importance of standardized testing. The superintendent speculated that Iegislators wanted 
"quantifiable bottom lines. They want to quantify student achievement with a single measure, 
the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. It was quick and easy to understand," A teacher identified the 
danger in focusing on a singfe measure. 
I read all the scores in the Des Moines Register. People compare. I just wish 
education was that easy. There are so many more things involved in education than 
just test scores. Kids are people, not like a machine where we can give them 
infomation and they spit it back out. Since they are not machines; sometimes other 
things are more important in their lives than test scores. 
Educators expressed additional concerns that more than schools were being 
compared. Teachers found that student self-esteem was being negatively impacted. Students 
will know that meeting the standards was important for the school. They will know that every 
student score matters. One teacher worried: 
Just as entire schools were identified as failing, individual students would also be 
identified as failing to meet standards. The kids knew the district goals and they knew 
their personal scores weren't cutting it. How do you think those failing students will 
feel? 
The principal feared that eventually his entire career would be judged by standardized testing 
results: 
In the past, I never worried about losing my job over test scores. I was more likely to 
lose my job if student discipline went to hell or if the building was out of control. 
Now, I think you will start to see administrative dismissals as a result of test scores. Is 
that all the principal's fault? No, but the leader will take the hit. 
Narrowing of the curriculum. 
Teachers felt that the mandates focused then so much that other school topics do not 
seem as important. A severe narrowing of the curriculum was reported. A superintendent 
offered, "They only asked you to measure math, science, and reading. Social studies, 
physical education, and other areas have trouble seeing where they fit rn. We were a pioneer 
in this state in K-12 curriculums in some of these areas. We have basically put those on hold 
so we could deal with reading, math and science, in that order.'%other administrator added: 
There were tough considerations I needed to make when staff asked me to add a 
music teacher. I told them that I'm not being held accountable for how the kids sang 
or played instruments. When the state comes and asks me how the band's playing, I'll 
have a different attitude toward music than I do right now. I'm not saying that we 
don't have some balance in the curricuIum, but such an imbalance in accountabiiity is 
a negative thing. 
In addition, many valued initiatives have suffered at the middle school, especially middle 
level concept. A veteran teacher noted: 
We did a lot fewer cross-curricular kinds of things than we used to. When you had to 
spend so much time to insure the standards and benchmarks were getting done, it left 
less time for everything else. I think many of the relevant and fun things weren't 
going on- It's not that kids and teachers weren't having any fun mymore, just not to 
the same degree. 
Teachers have noticed a shifi in emphasis from pedagogy to content. A teacher 
reflected, "Staffdevelopment had moved from cooperative learning md multiple 
intelligences strategies to developing standards and benchmarks and mapping those 
standards." ~ l t hough  cooperative learning had been a district staple for years as a pedagogy, 
a teacher asserted, "I am not sure that we even try to expose new teachers to cooperative 
learning anymore, there is not time." 
Driving educators from the profession. 
Teachers discussed the potential Ioss of teachers as a result of the mandates. One 
educator wondered, "The paperwork had a tremendous impact. Was the papenvork telling me 
I am a good teacher or telling me that I am good at filling out paperwork?" Teachers did not 
begrudge the state some type ofrole in assuring accountability. However, they sense the loss 
of decision-making power. One teacher reflected: 
It's difficult to determine the right fuel mixture. What is enough guidance from the 
state without being too cumbersome and becoming an administrative nightmare 
which steals all the fun from teaching? When were the requirements going to ruin our 
ability to teach? 
One young teacher worried: 
When requirements got too heavy, instead of recruiting new teachers, they made 
people hit the high road. Four of the people I graduated with said; enough was 
enough. They now work at Pioneer as lab technicians. They had the same degree I 
have and they make a lot more money. They worked from nine to five instead of 
seven to six like I do. Unless 1 have coaching, then it's later. It doesn't take long to 
figure out that something is wmng with this profession. 
Administrators echoed many of the same concerns. One experienced building level 
principal said, "People will see the additional money in administration. But, they don't 
always see the work, since it includes supervision at sports events, night meetings and 
weekend work. There's already an administrator shortage and this will make it worse." 
Administrators saw positive aspects of the mandates, such as a focus on accountability for 
student achievement. However, the sentiments of all administrators were galvanized by one 
principal: 
My personal life had taken a big hit. The hours I put in away from my family had a 
big impact." If I had known how much work this would be, I would have accepted one of 
the job offers I had from private business. Maybe it was the time for me to get out. 
The district was making progress toward accepting the workload, but these outcomes were 
purchased at high personal and professional cost. 
Just set easier goals. 
Educators closely associated with setting the district goals believe different goals are 
necessary. They originally set the bar high. An educator involved in the original goal-setting 
committee shared, 'We set a goal that all students would read. We couldn't make ourselves 
say anything else. How could we say that it would be OK if some kids didn't learn to read?" 
Unfortunately, the district soon found that those goals were more costly than the district 
could afford. Special education students and at risk students led the list of those who were 
not reading at grade level. A veteran educator described their philosophical struggles, 
"Students could not make the jump from nonreaders to readers within the time frame."As a 
result, a teacher described the compromise, "We couldn't get all kids to meet the goal. The 
pressure was too great. So, we did what we could do, we lowered our goal and timelines 
were extended." 
Suggestions to Improve Future Mandates 
Mismatching simple solutions to compIex sysferns. 
Teachers indicated that legislators appeared to struggle with measuring success in 
complex organizations like schools. One administrator vocalized this struggle by saying: 
Legislators asked themselves if they were getting the best bang for the buck. They 
wanted to quantify teaching by test results because that was easy. To someone outside 
education, it seemed like a logical way to think about it. It worked in other 
professions. We know how many tires we have sold or how much money we have 
made or how much waste we had. We knew if we are better this month than we were 
last month. There were not many educators in the legislature and they don't 
understand the more complex variables of this profession. 
The superintendent also commented that in her work with legislators, "They often 
commented that they never dreamed schools were so complicated, they just wanted simple 
results." One administrator suspected that "What legislators envisioned and what the 
Department of Education penciled out may be quite different. Many legislators told me that 
they never envisioned that the end product would be so complicated." 
Listen to the locals. 
Most educators had generally good feelings about their own legislator but were less 
enthusiastic about legislators as a group. In general, teachers believed that their legislator was 
hardworking, but seldom left their office unless they were campaigning. When asked how 
legislators could improve policy-making in the future, all educators believed legislators 
should spend more time in the field with teachers. If education was the biggest portion of the 
budget, more time should be spent with educators than anywhere else. A classroom teacher 
suggested: 
When the legislature made changes, they should know who they are doing it  to. They 
should monitor the results of the changes that they cause. As a constituent, I would 
feel better about the people making the decisions if they knew what is happening out 
here. They [the legislature] came up with all these wonderful ideas but they haven't 
thought them out. They obviously don't listen to educators, or they wouldn't force 
issues that they can't pay for. They want results and I don't think they care about how 
they get there. You're just butting heads talking to your legislator because they 
already have their minds set. They don't come up with a good support system, they 
don't listen, so I guess they don't care. 
Legislators were advised to talk more to more educators, not just the convenient ones around 
Des Moines. Legislators should also visit more schools. An educator summed up the general 
feeling, "If you spent a few days in our shoes, you would know which things work and which 
do not. You wouldn't have to guess." 
Be more flexible, trust local con fro!, 
Many of the educators identified Iowa's traditional local control as a major factor in 
educational success. Many teachers believed that the loss of autonomy due to the mandates 
would kill the goose that laid the golden egg. One teacher swnmed up these f e e ~ i n ~ s ,  
I think these mandates felt a lot like imposed standards. You imposed rules and then 
You changing the rules on me. It's almost like they didn't want us to exert our 
local control. They just kept switching the rules until we get tired of redoing it. We 
just ended up saying, just tell me what you wanted me to do and I'll do it. 
In support of this sentiment, the superintendent believed that: 
Eight of the ten superintendents in my group would probably support state standards. 
But, I don't think you can mandate excellence by mandating standards. Excellence is 
a local phenomenon. It is a matter of choice, not mandate. 
A coach agreed: 
You could mandate minimums but you cannot mandate that people give their 
maximum. In athletic teams, I asked athletes to run the mile in less than ten minutes. I 
couldn't ask them to run as fast as they can, because I didn't know how fast that was. 
I can't tell by looking. Only the athlete knows their maximum performance. Schools 
are the same, They could force us to meet minimums, but they could not force us to 
be excellent. We would only be excellent if we wanted to be. 
A stable vision. 
Educators believed that education was negatively impacted by the frequent power 
shifts in Iowa politics. This unpredictability made education vulnerable to continual change 
with no central focus. Educators wonder if it is even possible to set long-term goals in such 
m unstable environment. One superintendent contended, 
Education is a popular political topic and a way to get votes. Everybody is the 
education governor, everybody is the education representative, and everybody 
understands school because they went there. So, when you get to political office, what 
do you do? You change education! 
Concerns existed about the legislature's tendency to purposely use education as a 
political football. One administrator offered, "There's just too much politics in it. That's the 
most frustrating thing. The Democrats go one way and the Republicans go another. They're 
not looking at what is best for kids." Educators felt that legislators were tempted by politics 
rather than student achievement. As the superintendent lamented: 
The jury was still out on student achievement. This whole school improvement stuff 
is a risky experiment. It will take three to five years to see any trends. Unfortunately, 
m y  decision in the tegislature is a two year decision. It's not a long-term decision. 
We may be going a completely different direction in five years because our 
representatives never stop campaigning. If the legislature is going to continue to be in 
charge, why not lengthen the term in office to six years? They require changes but 
they say you never increase taxes in an election year. That's every other year! If it's 
the best thing for the kids of Iowa, why waif another year? The process makes long 
term planning almost impossible. 
Educators believed they would continue to face the practice of unfunded mandates. 
Legislators would campaign on a dual platform of reforming education while simultaneously 
promising to hold the line on taxes. They befieved this duality would require change, but fail 
to provide resources or the desired results. 
Provide resources ifyou were serious about inzprovement. 
Educators chafe at the legislature's tendency to allow unfunded mandates. All 
educators saw a need for increasing achievement. However, they also saw the need for 
additional resources and the rearrangement of funding streams. Experienced teachers were 
especially disappointed with a lack of Funding. One longtime educator summed up the 
general feeling: 
A huge undertaking requires a huge investment in staff development, rewards, and 
time away fiom the classroom. I didn't see much of an investment for experienced 
teachers. I'm not sure they value our work or leadership. Let's see how far they can 
get without leaders. 
An administrator also described the need for reinvigorating and rediscovering 
resources, "We also called on our local AEA more than ever before. They were trying to 
come through. But, they couldn't raise the level of all schooIs in our AEA. They just don't 
have enough consultants to do the job. We brought in a former teacher to highlight some of 
the new reading initiatives for us. It was expensive, but AEA couldn't do it all," A few new 
grants and other resources were found. However, it was not enough. The district began to tap 
into precious reserves. As one teacher commented, "1 have been here a long time. It has taken 
us two decades to build up an unspent balance. At the rate these mandates are going, it will 
take us three years to spend it down." 
School B 
Local Characteristics 
District characteristics. 
District B was located in a large Iowa town. It is proudly self-sufficient since it is 
more than 50 miles from the nearest metropolitan area. The district enrollment exceeded 
2,000 students in five attendance centers. The district had grown greatly in the last 10 years 
despite the presence of a large, rival private system. A nearby college provided the 
opportunity for interaction between the school and educators of adults. College students also 
acted as tutors and mentors for at-risk students. 
In comparison to other Iowa districts, the district had low numbers of students 
qualifying for free and reduced lunch. Historically, the number hovers around 1 1%. As a 
result, the district finds little need for LEP training or personnel. The community and school 
contained a strong ethnic heritage, but limited ethnic diversity. As a result. the percentage of 
minority population was well under the Iowa average. The number of students with limited 
English proficiency was also under the state average. The district reports a dropout rate of 
slightly over 1% and compares very favorably to other Iowa districts. Those students who 
drop out usually find jobs in the strong locaI economy. 
The community spoke with pride about its schools in Iiterature and Web site. City and 
school publications revealed ample evidence to support this sense of pride. Over 80% of their 
students pursued additional education after graduation. Ninety percent of high school 
students participated in one or more activities. The dropout rate was under the state average. 
The district was admired by surrounding districts for community support for its 
activity programs and academic excellence. State championships in activities dominate the 
locaI landscape. Billboards, advertisements, and flyers associate business and industry with 
successkl school activity programs. Stores proudly display booster club affiliations and 
"proud sponsors of the activity program" logos. Likewise, standardized test scores have 
traditionally enjoyed the same favored status. Scores were high and the staff was well trained 
in specific content areas. Teaming had a degree of popularity within the district and 
curriculum mapping was weH underway when HF 2272 was enacted. 
The strong business district fueled the district's strong financial situation. The local 
main street showed evidence of growth and new businesses. Local wealth was reflected in a 
free and d u c e d  population less than half the state average. Unspent balance and carryover 
ensured a healthy f nancial future. Average teacher salary was more than the state average. 
Average tmure of teachers was well above the state average. The staff was experienced, well 
paid and has a tendency to remain in their jobs. The district experienced little staff turnover 
and enjoyed the resulting stability. Less staff turnover also meant fewer experienced teachers 
were diverted from teaching to mentoring. 
In staff development, a strong K-12 content mapping process dominated weaker 
pedagogy initiatives. Much time was spent with standard development and other K-12, 
content related issues. Pedagogy enhancement was less evident in district reports. As a result, 
building- based initiatives began to move toward decentralized power and create teaching 
strategies specific to each attendance site. However, this attempt at site-based management 
met with mixed results as these building level, horizontal articuIation efforts met with a 
strong history of vertical articulation. The new legislation provided a gotden opportunity for 
central office. New pedagogy strategies were applied to the previously developed content 
standards. The plan seemed to link previous initiatives to new requirements. 
Local culture impacts school culture. 
The cornunity was proud of its wealth and work ethic. This wealth was revealed by 
an average family income in excess of $50,000. Along with an industrial base, a strong 
tourism trade had developed. Due to the relative wealth of the community, almost everyone 
valued education. As the curriculum director noted, "People here believed the better educated 
you were, the more money you would have. Therefore, they promoted education among their 
kids and fewer Parents allow their children to fall through the cracks." An experienced 
teacher noted: 
This mono-culture community greatly valued education. Almost everyone shared this 
feeling. School had been important since the day the town was founded. So, 
community support is a cultural thing here. Education to some extent, is what the 
community is all about. It's a good tradition to have. 
The culture of the community was also influenced by its industries. Several large 
companies dominated the landscape and set the economic and cultural climate of the 
community and the schools. This economic philosophy fostered a businesslike approach to 
their schools. Data collection and continual improvement were expectations for all 
businesses, including the school. A central office administrator believed, "This town was all 
about manufacturing. People on the street corner always talked about improvements, 
efficiency, and so on. It impacted the school culture." The superintendent noted with 
pleasure, "They always had a history of valuing data. With 2272, we have more data to 
value." 
A second influence of the business culture was the manner in which positive 
advertising was employed by the school. The curriculum director reflected that "a good 
economy was often perception driven, bad news is not emphasized by our economic fathers. 
A negative focus is bad for business and tourism.'' A teacher of long-standing echoed this 
view by stating: 
The community is big on volunteering positively in booster clubs and school 
organizations. It portrays a friendly, positive environment for the higher echelons of 
management that move in and out of town. As a result, the community found little to 
complain about in their schools. In fact, they found things right with their school 
district and featured them. 
A centralized management hierarchy was evident in the large industries of the 
community. The school followed this tradition. In fact, as one educator commented, "Our 
community assures that the industrial power structure was reflected in the school. The 
majority of the elected board members are prominently involved in local industries." These 
school board members bring their business practices to the board table. The community 
admired these business leaders and promoted trust between the community and the school. 
This trust created a district reality that sought little community involvement in decision- 
making. A prominent educator revealed, "The school is not big on asking permission, since 
that will result in differing opinions which may divide the school and community." In 
addition, patrons were leery of changes that came h m  outside the district. These changes 
might upset the balance of school decision making. Educators firmly believed they knew 
what was best for their kids. This skepticism required that any change be firmly grounded in 
data. As a principal shared: 
This district has always been successful on standardized tests. The govenunent is 
coming in and asking us to change. The community wonders, why would we risk 
screwing this up? That's a good question. After all the work we put into getting 
toward the top of the heap, why would we risk it all to squeeze out a few more points 
on a test? The sentiment of improvement is admirable, but where is the data base that 
says all this is going to work? 
Local Perceptions of Policy htent Influence the District Response 
The rnandafes were designed to increase accountabili~. 
Paflici~mts in District B initially believed that 2272 was deigned to make 
educators more accountable for school success. Participants believed the source of the 
''pressure" for increased accountability emanated from the national level to the state of 
Iowa. The majority of educators see Iowa's 2272 legislation and resulting 
implementation efforts as an attempt to "get on the national bandwagon." The main 
reason for enacting such legislation was reflected by a veteran teacher, "Basically, it was 
to show the feds that teachers are doing their jobs. Here, we are doing our jobs so we 
don't have anything to worry about.'Teachers believed the accountability plan created 
consistent curriculums from one school to the next and administered fair and consistent 
assessments. In a district that valued curriculum articulation and bottom line 
assessments, the original intent of the legislation made sense. As one teacher stated, 
"This equity of content and process ensures equivalent education to students in a mobile 
society." Some teachers also reported value in standardizing certain aspects of their 
profession, As one teacher shared, "Finally we will have a common vocabulary and 
approach to our jobs." 
Implementation strategy: The messaged validated existing district efforts. 
W e n  House File 2272 was introduced, the majority of participants learned about the 
mandates th roub  district channels. The district leadership, especially the cuniculum 
director, sought to define the state mandates to local educators. He used the time lag between 
announcement of 2272 and implementation specifics to orchestrate the lines of 
for all teachers. As a result, teachers received a singular, controlled 
interpretation of the new law and its potential impact. The superintendent confided, "We saw 
an opportunity to use this law to validate what we were already doing. We just blamed new 
changes on 2272." The principal further explained, "We used 2272 as an excuse to continue 
doing things we were already implementing at the elementary level and expand them to the 
secondary level." This was enhanced by the exercise of freedom in interpreting the law to 
local educators. The superintendent believed, "The intent of 2272 was to allow locals to 
paraphrase the goals and find local meaning." This interpretation gave local leaders great 
power. They worked quickly to embed the message into the jocal culture. They did not wait 
for the state to interpret the law. These leaders sat on advisory committees that helped shape 
many of the state interpretations. They felt they knew where the state was going and saw no 
reason to wait. This quick response moved the power of interpretation from the state level 
into local hands. 
The implementation process included several elements. First, the administration set a 
strategy that benefited from the traditional appreciation of data. A teacher recalled: 
The curriculum director presented the mandates very positively at our first staff 
development meeting. He explained that in the past, we did things based on gut 
reactions. They were good reactions, but gut reactions aren't always right. Now, we 
will be right more often because we gathered data. 
Second, leaders assured that the school's change efforts mirrored the accountability present 
in the local industries. Upon hearing the interpretation of the new mandates, the business 
greeted the new accountability enthusiastically. They recognized the process of 
data collection and analysis from their workplaces. A school board member saw the change 
as "a nice breath of fresh air that caused a celebration for those of us from the business 
world." This local validation further reinforced district leaders and their approach to change. 
Impact of HF 2272 on the School 
22 72 altered district practices and resource allocation, 
The district and the board wasted little time aligning existing procedures and practices 
to the new mandates. To enhance the changes, hiring practices and job descriptions were 
immediately altered to align with the new significance of data collection and continuous 
improvement. An example would be the hiring of the present superintendent. A board 
member confided, "The board sought an individual who was eager to take on this new kind 
of opportunity." She also noted, "Other positions were filled by seeking out people to fill the 
newly defined roles. Candidates needed to have the skills necessary to implement change and 
be willing to exercise these skills." The board itself models their attention to data collection 
and interpretation. The superintendent noted that, "Board meetings now feature data analysis 
and improvement planning at each meeting." A teacher commented, "A confidence is found 
in making good decisions based on good data." 
Resource allocations were altered to fall in line with the new mandates. Existing 
resources such as Phase I11 were redirected toward the new district goals of data collection 
and problem solving. As the curriculum director stated, "There was some real reshuffling of 
Phase 111. Prior to 2272 we did a lot of individualized projects. Now, initiatives are more 
universal and related to our district goals." The use of other traditional resources, such as 
AEA, were impacted. The curriculum director noted, "I know that AEA takes some heat. But 
they provided us with some things we needed and could not get on our own." An example 
was provided by a teaching veteran. "The AEA trained some local college kids to come in 
and work with our lowest kids. It has been quite helpful." 
New funding in terms of a Goals 2000 plan was procured. The superintendent 
informed, "In the realm of new monies, I woufd refer to the Goals 2000 grant. That's what 
put it all together for us." The plan provided money and purchased time for teachers to work 
on the newly designed district goals. Visitations were conducted to model schools. The 
curriculum director noted, "Opportunities for research and development of new strategies 
was offered, which otherwise would be unavailable." 
The implementation strategy brings a new appreciation for district leadership. 
Teachers and building level administrators identified central office administrators, 
especially the curriculum director, as ''developers of the district vision." The superintendent 
and curriculum director were relatively new. They were chosen by the board to provide a 
vision for the change process. A teacher noted, "These external forces [administrators] 
caused some new internal forces. We began to change o u  vision of success. We are now 
more data based and focusing on continual improvement than before." This continual 
improvement concept is key to the superintendent. "I don't think any of these attempts 
should cause something to happen forever. We need to keep building on it, keep changing." 
One of the new administrators commented: 
Sometimes going back to a single vision makes the task clearer to people and simpler, 
but you must share that vision. I think everyone must be able to say how 
everything relates back to the vision or the vision is wrong. 
This leadership focused efforts and provided vision. This created a sense of secuit y among 
kachers. As one teacher commented, "I don't think we could have begun this process 
without strong leadership from the top. They built a plan which made a lot of sense." 
Changes in staff development. 
Before HF 2272, the district focus was developing standards and benchmarks. Faculty 
was relieved that the standards development process aligned with the new mandates from the 
state. While surrounding districts began to focus on curriculum standards development, 
District B turned attention to developing assessments to match standards. They also began to 
develop new teaching strategies to achieve these standards. This transition felt natural to all 
concerned and the curriculum director was relieved that HF 2272 fueled the change, rather 
than central office. He informed, "It was a relief that the law was going to cany the ball for a 
while." 
District leaders recounted the standards building process. First, department meetings 
were held. Phase I11 funding was used to divide departments into grade level teams. Trainers 
from the outside joined district staff development leaders to lead the standards-building 
process. The lowest grades began the process and passed their standards to the next level. 
This provided familiar building blocks to each subsequent group of teachers. Teachers were 
provided with a personal day to work with grade level teams. Not all teachers bought into the 
process originally. However, resistance to the plan lessened as two veteran teachers stepped 
fornard to help lead the process. The curriculum director admitted that acceptance was not 
universal, "When people are in a mode to resist, we just go ahead and do it and later on make 
them believe in it." Throughout the process, an emphasis on the process was strong. A central 
office leader offered, "We don't want to give the impression that these results will last 
forever. Our focus was the change process and building flexibility and capacity in the staft" 
Barriers to Im~lementation 
The administrative struggle with implementation logistics, 
From the beginning, district leaders made it clear that the responsibility of 
implementation rests with the building administrators. As the superintendent stated, 'The 
day-to-day leadership of building level administrators is expected by board members and the 
superintendent. Principals are responsible for achievement, not the curriculum director." 
However, rank and file see central office administrators as the change agents driving the 
improvement process. Board members and central office personnel see few problems with 
the accountability dichotomy. A board member clarified, "If we ever did have 
implementation problems, 2272 cleared them up. We hold everyone more accountable than 
ever before. The centraI office is responsible for the vision and the principals are responsible 
for carrying it out. We think we can separate the two." 
Despite this confidence, educators sensed a lack of capacity that threatened 
implementation. Challenges existed with transferring policy to building-based practices. 
After a few years of  site-based management, there was little internal consistency between 
principals. Each principal has a different approach and buildings are "separate islands," A 
clear message from central office often became convoluted as a result- A teacher gave voice 
to these concerns, "The mix of unifying district initiatives and separate building based 
implementation will be a challenge." This lack of implementation capacity further manifested 
itself in logistical problems. Problems such as awkward communications between buildings, 
lack of common release times to work on mandates, technology problems, and increasing 
w~rkload eventually discouraged participants. Reinvigoration of the teaming process was 
initiated to reduce the discontinuity. A principal reported, "Insufficient time had passed to 
determine the effectiveness of these new teams." 
The lack of time exhausts teachers and narrows the curriculum. 
All teachers viewed a lack of time as the major probfem. Several teachers felt 
overwhelmed by the fast implementation timeline and increased workload. This lack of 
professional time has a negative impact on personal time. One teacher spoke for all, "We are 
working at night and on weekends to accomplish the plan. This cannot continue forever." 
District leaders laid the "time problem" directly at the door of the legislature. If the 
legislature did not realize that more time was needed, local leaders believe they should have 
known. If the legislature could not pay for more time, the leaders wish that legislators would 
have slowed implementation or coerced school boards into providing more time. One central 
office administrator admitted: 
We can always use more time. Our board has been pretty adamant that teachers do 
not need more time away from students. They do not realize that a day away is 
necessary for effective days in the future. At this point, we have one half day per 
quarter to work on the mandates. When are we supposed to do this extra work? 
Due to the lack of time, all teachers began to focus on the "big three" of math, science, and 
reading. Such problems lead one fine arts teacher to lament, "I know there are other things 
out there, but honestly, I don't have the time anymore. 2272 has really drawn every moth to 
the flame of math, science, and reading. What they measure gets done." 
Teacher resentment of "being rnandatedfrom Des Moines." 
During implementation, administration increasingly used HF 2272 as a vehicle to 
elicit change. As time wore on, there was increasing resentment for compliance when the 
district was asked by the state to repeat unsatisfactory efforts. Frustrations grew as leaders 
deflected the blame to the legislature or the Department of Education. This frustration 
magnified when mandates and changes originated far away in Des Moines. The cuniculum 
director explained, 
Starting over bothers them. Teachers are notorious for wanting to get it right the first 
time. This change process will require patience as we stumble through. Unfortunately, 
we can't stop the other aspects of teaching and just focus on the mandates. 
As starts and restarts continued, teachers became less open to the mandates of the legislature 
and the unsure nature of the implementation. One teacher voiced the rationalizing she 
observed in peers, "Teachers preferred to focus on complying with district standards rather 
than complying with the legislature in Des Moines. We want to run things locally." Still, the 
origin of the mandates seemed far away and the district itself seemed somewhat immune to 
criticism. One teacher galvanized this feeling, "We will not do it for the state, but we will do 
it for our district." Teachers stubbornly held loyalty to the local district, and withheld it  from 
Unintended Consesuences 
The imposition of strict guidelines results in lowered goals. 
Implementation timelines and reporting are inflexible and cause unneeded paperwork. 
In fact, the mandates became counterproductive and caused the lowering of goals. Teachers 
could not be convinced that lowering of goals was actually setting attainable goals. As one 
teacher contended: 
In our SPQns program, our goal is always to win the conference championship. We 
never want to just beat last year's record. We look forward, not back. We always set a 
goal that is attainable, but difficult to achieve. But, we don't have to worry about 
losing our funding if we don't achieve our goal. 
Consequently, a goal-setting problem existed. This created a logistical problem that seemed 
impossible to correct. A veteran central office educator identified the crux of the problem: 
The evaluation of data and implementation of corrective changes are closely timed. 
That is, tests are taken in the fall. Short-term goals are set and plans are developed the 
following spring. Teachers were not contracted during the summer and funds did not 
exist to extend the contracted days. Therefore, training and implementation of the 
plan cannot begin until the fall. That was the same time you took the ITBS again. As 
a result, the interventions have no chance to work before testing. Implementation of 
changes cannot correct deficiencies before the next evaluation cycle. Next year's 
strategies will always be addressing last year's needs. It was illogical and created a 
real problem. There was no fix in sight. 
The cuniculum director tied the problem to its inevitable result, "The impossible 
implementation and reporting plan is a part of the reason 300 districts did not meet their 
goals this year. 1 wonder if anyone noticed?'" 
Since this situation makes quick improvement improbable, discussions have been 
held within the district about the feasibility of setting lower goals. It is better to set lower 
goals and "make sure I met my goals rather than to fill out the paperwork to explain why we 
didn't nleet the goals. Setting easily attainable goals is a lot less papework." Avoidance of 
~a~en* .o rk  became a motivating factor in the goal-setting process. 
@er@mphasis of standardized testing changes the nature of ~ h o o l j g .  
District educators believed standardized test scores are becoming too important. 
Teachers assert that much of their curriculum efforts to raise student achievement are not 
measurable on standardized tests. An administrator condensed conversations with many 
teachers by saying: 
The legislature gets so wrapped up in achievement testing, they forget about the 
social and emotional needs of children. The human elements were downplayed. We 
had three goals in our district. One was achievement, the other two were social, not 
academic. No one cared about the other two anymore. They couldn't be measured 
easily, so they were not important. I contended that not everything important is easily 
measured by the ITBS. Was citizenship measurable in the ITBS? Did that mean 
America didn't value citizenship anymore? 
A longtime educator offered advice, "If this was about a student's future, then it is set 
up wrong. Most people don't get fired because they don't or can't achieve. They got fired 
because they can't get along with other people, that's a social skill, not an academic skill." 
However, the message comes across that educators need to focus on what is measured and 
reported. A teacher voiced that dilemma: 
Tests are overemphasized. Where do you check when you take a kid shopping for 
~~11001 suppiies or attend to parents going through rough times? What box on the 
C S p  do you check for that? Is there an ITBS question for that? I know that sounds 
cynical. ~ u t ,  sometimes the system makes you cynical. 
Educators contended that schooling is a mix of academics and "real life soap which 
continually affect the life of a child. Ignoring either need increases the likelihood of failure. 
As one educator offered: 
There must be more balance. lOds aren't computers. It isn't data in, data out. Now, 
we spend time more dealing with temperamental, moody computers that don't always 
work than we spend on the moods of kids. That's a clue how the system can get 
imbalanced. 
Feeling overwhelmed and loss of classroom time causes resentment. 
As the implementation phase of the mandates unfolded, much of the original 
enthusiasm began to wane. Some teachers reported feeling overwhelmed. These feelings led 
one teacher to state, "If they would just let me close my door, I would be just fine." A teacher 
leader lamented, "The work is so difficult and entailed that once we asked for volunteers, and 
not a single person volunteered. That's a big change for us." The teachers reported that the 
workload "grinds down" enthusiasm. Experienced teachers have noticed an increasing trend 
they recognized fiom the past. One building feader reports, "It's starting to feel like a rerun 
from previous change initiatives. I have heard colleagues say, "We have seen this stuff come 
and go. We'll just ride it out. A lack of time and resources has killed them in the past, it'll 
kill this one, too." 
The district's lack of funding caused teachers to attend meetings and conferences 
during the school day, rather than during the summer. It was cheaper to hire a substitute 
teacher than pay the standard teacher wage during the summer or holidays. Therefore, any 
work time to achieve the mandate is provided by hiring subs. Teachers were forced to make 
tough choices. Teachers were asked to choose between working on the mandates or spending 
time with children in the classrooms. One experienced educator offered, "If the change is 
something that can help us, I'm all for it and I will work hard. On the other hand, if it takes 
energy and time away from things that involve kids, then it  is a negative." Another teacher 
added, "Students come to me during my free time. But I don't have time to really remediate 
or fix the problem. Ijust get them through the worksheet." Besides the day-to-day logistical 
problems of staff development, a central office administrator expressed his growing 
skepticism about the increasing mismatch between the big picture of HF 2272 
implementation and local control: 
I h  not sure individual districts can be in charge of this anymore. Every district is 
reinventing the wheel over and over because we can't share our accomplishments and 
failures. No time exists to visit with each other and team with other districts. We're. 
all too busy doing our own to help or share with anyone else. How long can that last? 
Equivalent Expectations from all Districts 
Educators believe the legislation is only good if everyone complies. But, many of the 
educators predict that different rules will apply to different districts. To make sure that 
everyone is complying across the state, a school board member suggests, "The state needs to 
do a true audit, not just papers. People need to visit and probe. Otherwise, how will they ever 
know whether people are complying with the spirit of the law?" A teacher is also concerned 
with the state's inability to oversee compliance, "If they don't have the money to help us 
implement, how can they afford to check on our compliance?" 
Skepticism is high among distlict leaders that the system cannot be fair to all districts. 
The superintendent shared, "The small districts I have talked to don't have time to 
implement. They just buy programs from someone or borrow them from other districts." The 
curriculum director explained: 
In some places, accountability is just something they add to some principal's job 
without taking anything away. How can that compare with a process like ours? We 
are hiring people specifically to help us meet these mandates. Success is related to the 
amount of personnel that's available to devote time to it. Large schools have an 
advantage in this respect. 
Suggestions to Improve Future Mandates 
A feeling that legislators don 'f lisren 
Lack of legislative support and adequate funding were continually mentioned by 
educators. As a result, some teachers felt unduly criticized and believed teacher morale is 
suffering in Iowa. One teacher stated, "We got lip service, but when it came to action, we 
always got cut or criticized. Support never came, just mandates." Another teacher contended 
that education is like any business: 
They ask us for change. Just like anywhere else, change costs more money. I thought 
legislators knew business. Change required research and development. Research and 
development cost money. Where was the money? 
Participants suggested that legislators become better acquainted with their schools and talk 
with teachers. Participants also suggest providing more formalized opportunities for input 
from teachers and those close to schools. One teacher emphasized this lack of effective 
communication: 
If the legislation listened at all, they would know we already have too much 
 apew work. Now, the state is thinking about making sure our science curriculum is 
scientifically hsed .  To me, that sounds like less science and more reports 10 fill out. 
Maybe that's what they wanted all along. 
A lack of consistent vision from the legislature. 
There is a growing sense among the educators that the legislature did not have a 
vision. This suspicion is based on the observation that legislators "jumped on and off reform 
bandwagons more often than educators." Participants believed that the present system does 
not give interventions the opportunity to work and will create knee-jerk responses. Especially 
ominous is a sense that the legislation is purposely restrictive and designed to fail. Proposed, 
It is almost certainly going to faiI due to lack of support. I worry that when it fails, 
1egisIators will have a "too bad" attitude. The worst part is that I think the mandates 
could have been successful if they had just hnded it  and stuck with it. 
A central office administrator worried, "If the teachers give up on this now, we will really be 
stuck. There is so much invested. I'm not sure we will be able to lead again." When asked 
whether the district was moving toward the vision the legislature held for Iowa schools, the 
principal confided, "I'm not sure anyone ever told me what the legislative vision really was." 
Lack of legislative support. 
Despite teachers' overall positive initial response to reform policies, the problems of 
implementation had eroded support. However, teachers still held hope that legislators could 
rescue the effort. One teacher advised, "The single greatest contribution the legislature could 
make to provide teachers with more time." The c u n i c u l ~  director expanded, "The 
legislators said they would provide us more funds to buy more time. When the economy 
worsened, legislators were unable to make good on time commitments. They bailed on us. 
But they don't want us to bail on them." The superintendent expressed the depth of the need 
by stating, "We'll kiss your ring or shine your shoes to get more time." 
School C 
Local Characteristics and Culture 
District characteristics. 
District C was a suburban setting that serves over three thousand students. The district 
had experienced continual growth since the early 1940s. The rapid growth of the community 
and school district was related to its status as an increasingly popular bedroom community 
for a large metropolitan area. This "new wealth" over the last two decades was enhanced by a 
shift from a farming culture to a more industrialized and commercial economic base. As a 
result, the community was more solid financially than 10 or 15 years ago. This fact was 
reflected in a free and reduced lunch population approximately half the state average. Despite 
this recent growth, the percentage of minority diversity was under the state average and few 
students were listed as English deficient. 
The district had a healthy financial situation as revealed by a large cash reserve and a 
carryover exceeding the recommendations advanced by school financial planners. The 
average teacher salary exceeded the state average, but the average experience of the staff was 
well under the state average. The leadership of the district explained that the rapid growth of 
the district led to increased hiring in the last few years. Many of the new hires due €0 growth 
were teachers new to the profession. Much of the wealth was spent directly on student 
services. District expenditures per pupil greatly exceeded the state average. 
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The district contained several buildings with a K-5, 6-8, 9-1 2 structure, The buildings 
were relatively new or renovated since the 1950s. The district proudly associated fie 
successful building projects to a strong relationship with the community, despite the 
proximity of a private school system nearby. This positive relationship was evidenced by the 
extensive inWdvement of citizens in several large advisory committees. The communication 
between the district and its community was carried through multiple pipelines to the 
comuni ty .  These included articles in the Iocal newspapers, newsletters, and an extensive 
Web site. 
Achevement was a focus for all district efforts and well over 60% of students in 
grades 4, 8, and 11 were proficient in math md reading. The district met its educational goals 
and took pride in that fact. As the principal explained, "When you have the resources to meet 
your goals, you meet your goals." The percentage of dropouts was well below the state 
average. 
The district was known throughout the state as a leader in staff development. The 
superintendent explained, "We had a lot of schools that came in here to get advice and take a 
look at what we're doing. For some, our new look is a total transformation from what they 
were doing." The confidence this planning built in a longtime staff member was obvious: 
The new mandates validated what we were already doing. We didn't gear our 
for compliance, we geared it for our community. It's as if we wrote pans of 
the new law. We already had it figured out. 
A newly anived teacher added, "I'm not saying this in an arrogant way, but this school has 
always been out there. They stand out. They are up to date and they've gotten a vision. That's 
why 1 want my kids here, and I came here for ajob." 
The local culture. 
This change presented a small town flavor that allured new community members. A 
longtime educator reflected, "We're a small town inside a bigger town. We value being 
small. We had people whose grandparents went to school here. Some of the teachers taught 
your father and your grandfather. Generations of teachers serve generations of citizens." A 
teacher of long-standing offered, "People tended to stay here because we try to make it feel 
like home. If they leave, they tended to come back. A lot of our teachers went to school here. 
This small town atmosphere continued to flourish despite the growth. As one teacher noted: 
We have been able to control the growth by having good communications systems. 
We keep our campus small and compacted. We visit with other teachers a lot. We talk 
a lot with parents. In many ways the town and the school feels the same as we did 
fifteen years ago. We are just bigger. That is what draws so many people here. I hope 
that type of culture never changes. 
Local Perceptions of Policy Intent 
The cost of declining status. 
Educators believed declining standardized test scores and unfavorable comparisons to 
foreign countries created an atmosphere that demanded improvement from American 
schools. One teacher offered, "The legislature wanted to make sure that Iowa's education 
stayed at a very high level. You could keep people here or encourage them to come here." 
Especially at the onset, educators held great trust in the legislators and the goals of the 
legislation. One educator stated, "They [legislators] must have known that some schools 
weren't doing what they needed to do." In those cases, educators felt that legislators acted in 
the best interests of Iowa schools. 
Many educators felt the need for reform came specifically from standardized test 
results. One teacher offered, "I think ITBS test scores and other test scores were the basis of 
legislative decisions. They believed that we are not able to compete with the Japanese kids or 
other nations, so they decided we are not doing our jobs." However, one educator believed a 
few teachers are responsible for the mandates on all teachers, 
1 am sure there were some teachers not doing everything they need to do. Places 
where teachers aren't being very professional and test scores are not good. To get 
them to come around, they had to make all of us prove we were doing our jobs. Kinda 
like punishing the whole class for what a few aren't doing. It's affected a11 of us, but I 
thought if you were doing what you are supposed to be, you should not be threatened. 
Impact of federal pressure. 
District leaders believed 2272 resulted from national pressure to improve education. 
The superintendent noted, "The state of Iowa needed to get the feds off their case so they 
had no choice, they had to change Iowa education." A central office planner explained how 
this federal pressure trickled down to individual states. He believed: 
Major players in each state met and planned with their peers from other states and 
formed networks. That was, the chief state school officers are all part of the same 
club. Legislative majority leaders had their own little association and networks. As a 
result, the goal of improving education is the same all over. General directions were 
planned at the national level but each state had a unique culture which must be taken 
into account. 
Expanding on that sentiment, the superintendent pointed out that differences in state cultures 
produced different local results. He explained: 
Unlike Texas and Kentucky, who were centralized in education, Iowa's history of 
local control should give the opportunity for each district to find meaning from the 
improvement process. I did not believe a specific blueprint exists for Iowa school 
districts for improvement. I thought our district was attempting to take advantage of 
the middle ground between comprehensive school reform and local control. 
Central office and administration have embraced this opportunity to reform their 
school. A central office administrator echoed the sentiment of all district leadership. He 
expressed confidence that "the new mandates would be the right tonic for Iowa's educational 
challenges." He stated: 
I think this Iowa's law has been exquisitely crafted to find middle ground between 
local and state control. I know why they assigned the agreements and how they did it. 
If they just stay the course, it could be an incredible success story. 
He went on to explain that, "It's messier, it's inefficient. You have everyone reinventing the 
wheel to a large extent. But only we knew what it took to implement change in our district." 
Iowa had traditionally benefited from a good support system. Historically, Iowa had shown 
strong government support for education. The superintendent cautioned, "Of course, that 
support assumed that the traditional power structure of the governor, the Department of Ed 
and key legislators. They must have had reached some kind of consensus regarding strategy." 
Increased public accountability in exchange for increased spending. 
Local educators believed accountability for public spending and the desire to increase 
teacher salaries required increased scrutiny of achievement. Educators agreed that such 
increased accountability would not go away. One educator offered, "Our society is ever 
changing and people want to know why and how money is being spent." 
Teaches believed salaries needed to be increased so education could stay 
competitive. However, controversy would surround any increases. A central office 
administrator believed, "Public education was always a hot topic politically." He also 
believed that legislators realized teachers' salaries must rise. A teacher agreed and 
strategized, "If I was a legislator, and I wanted to give a chunk to salaries, that is, to put my 
money where my mouth is, I would have to show the public what teachers are doing." 
Dze politics of educations l reform. 
The original optimism toward the legislation was strong among leadership, but was 
waning in the rank and file. Teachers were especially discouraged when politicians hold 
education hostage to political maneuvering. An educator explained how politics surface in 
the mix: 
One obvious example was the recent Ritalin debate in the Iowa legislature. This was 
just one example that underscored the misunderstandings and political distractions 
that hinder progress and focus. Educators could never prescribe, and never want to 
prescribe medicine. This topic was a waste of time and distracted from meaningful 
dialogue. 
A second concern hinted that small schools were unable to meet the standards. 
Educators suspected that the hardships on schools were designed to encourage consolidation. 
One administrator reported: 
I've heard of superintendents who took every report they had, like the Phase III report 
and technology and just threw them all in a box and sent the box in to the DE. 
Because if you get in a small district, you're the only one. Who is going to do all this? 
Don't you think those inequities cause hardships by design? 
As one teacher put it, "If legislators feel that we should close small schools, stop playing 
politics and just say so. Then act accordingly. Just close them." 
lmpact on the Schools 
Dissemination of the policy information. 
Most educators believed the original communications regarding the mandates were 
sketchy and incomplete. There seemed to be a gap of time between the public announcement 
of the policy and when details filtered into the district. One educator voiced this sentiment, "1 
think eventually an adequate explanation was given, but not at the beginning. Maybe that was 
the job of the middle person, the Department of Education. I'm not sure." Due in large part to 
this lag in communication follow-through, teachers began to study on their own and draw 
their own meanings from the legislation. Differences in the depth of understandings occurred 
as a result. Some team leaders or teachers working with special projects or the Area 
Education Agency knew more about the mandates. However, rank and file did not 
understand the history, origin, or purposes of the legislation. One educator informed, "I'm 
well versed because I'm a team leader in language arts. 1 studied the law and its changes. 
That's my job, so that's what I did." However, another teacher lamented, "I am not one of 
the key departments [math, reading or science], so I don't h o w  much about it." This lack of 
continuity caused teachers to draw their own conclusions. For example one teacher believed, 
"I knew there was rnuch concern that those standards would be used as a measuring stick for 
evaluating teachers." 
teachers agreed that information flowed from or though the central office+ 
A teacher informed that the c ~ c u l u m  director was the source of infomation and 
inspiration. The teacher believed, "NOW, the curriculum director is the source of all news 
about change." 
Focusing on excellence. 
Although all interviewees felt their district was traditionally ahead of the c w e  with 
compliance, many felt that the legislation pulled reluctant teachers on board. One 
administrator commented, "It pulled in those who were loosely coupled with our previous 
plan. The positions of the state were very helpful." Teachers have also noticed an added 
professionalism in their colleagues. One experienced teacher shared, "'I hear a difference in 
teachers. I know many teachers have already made changes because they started asking 
themselves, 'so why did I do this activity, anyway'?" A counselor mentioned the change in 
process for academic achievement, "As a counselor, I now identify more closely every 
student who is failing. The other counselor and f talk to every student who got an F in any 
academic subject each trimester. The ownership of every failure was shared by everyone 
now." 
Teachers also noticed a change in staff development. Historically, a big focus for the 
district had been cuniculum mapping. The mandates were focusing more on measuring 
achievement and less on creating more maps. Teachers feel content-specific strategies such 
as cuKiculum mapping moved into the background. A teacher commented, "Our maps are a 
little outdated. Now, we used them primarily to educate and inform parents." Since the 
mapping process had slowed or finished, teachers shifted emphasis to measuring 
effectiveness of lessons. Now, data collection and interpretation make up the bulk of staff 
development. District leadership believed the state goal of accountability was now ingrained 
locally as data collection and analysis. Teachers recalled this emanating from the 
superintendent. A teacher recalled the superintendent's first meeting with staff, "The first 
year he was here, he put up a slide that said, in God we trust, everyone else needs data." 
The changing role of leadership in policy implementation. 
The accountability legislation shone a strong light on leadership. The teaching staff 
consistently identified central office leadership as the catalyst for improvement plans. A 
previous AEA employee, now working for the district, verified this belief, "I got to see all 
the improvement plans. It was pretty obvious which ones were written with a true vision. I 
chose to leave AEA and come here because this leadership knew which way to go." 
The teachers viewed the leadership with a great admiration and believed they had 
unusually strong administration. The curriculum director elaborated, "Places don't succeed 
without great leadership. There was a chemistry among the leadership here. It went beyond 
just filling up someone's weaknesses with someone else's strengths." 
A concerted effort to develop and encourage leadership capacity was a hndamental 
strategy in the district. Leaders felt they bred leadership capacity in their staff and controlled 
how this leadership manifested itself for the benefit of the district. One administrator 
clarified, "We had clearly developed a culture of developing leadership. Originally, this was 
a small district culture. It was a huge shift to go from teachers as classroom supervisors to 
teachers as leaders. " Another administrator went even farther, "When I talk about building 
leadership capacity, I'm not talking about names, I'm talking about a strategy and structure 
.which favors leaders. It's amazing. Each year it's a different little club of leaders." 
The present leadership caste was also encouraged to focus on broad sweeping 
improvemenls rather than management. The school board purposefully developed positions 
to handle managerial tasks, allowing leaders to focus on higher order tasking. A board 
member offered, "We have gotten better control of the huge paperwork snarl by hiring 
community relations people to do some of the writing for us, We intend to concentrate our 
leadership efforts on the big picture." To accomplish this focus on the big picture, leaders sat 
on steering committees at the state and national level. The curriculum director worked to 
derive the "direction of the wind" before the wind started blowing. He emphasized the 
importance of "being out in front of the pack" and engaged in advance planning for the 
district. Without exception, leaders exuded a sense of pioneer excitement to teachers. This 
sp i i t  invigorated seasoned staff and attracted new staff and quality administrators. A teacher 
offered this observation, "It started with the superintendent. She must be comfortable with 
herself. Comfortable enough to hire hard-chargers all around her. That allows leadership to 
be a cluster of people, not one person. By yourself, you couldn't do much." 
Changing staffdevelopment to a business model that is self-sus~aining. 
Engineers of the new district student achievement planning purposely applied a 
business model to their district. The curriculum director informed: 
we had all departments explore what their core business really was. We shook 
everyone's tree and created systems where compliance was self-sustaining. The 
mandates were key in making compliance inevitable. The law ensured that changes 
would occur. 
The leaders believed the new systems were a vast improvement over past methods. The 
cuniculum director took us back historically, "It used to be, hit the ball and drag everybody 
first base with You. You did things that were driven by one person, One person couldn't 
anchor any change solidly in policy." The issue for the visionaries of the district was 
sustainabilit~. A key district administrator asked, "How do you anchor change? He answered 
by explaining: 
The answer was that you anchor state mandates into school policy. That was really 
where the state comes in handy. Permanent change required inescapable mandates 
from the state power structure. The state needed to solidify the change process in 
concrete. They needed to button you down so tight you couldn't escape. 
He then offered the second step of the process: 
Then you anchor it in publicly expected events at the local level. Conferences, 
ceremonies, and rituals. Otherwise, every time administrations or school boards 
change, policies are at risk and the organization pendulums back and forth. 
As an administrator offered, "Now it was a cultural thing. You were really pushing on this 
thing, but you've pushed on it so many times, a lot of people have faith in it. That's how 
businesses changed and that is how we will change." 
The benefits of localizing the mandates. 
The district developed a strategy of localizing the mandates. The district began by 
translating them into local language. That is, the district determined the crux of the law and 
purposely matched the rhetoric to local problems. The curriculum director initiated the 
process by asking hard questions that opened the classrooms to public scrutiny. These were 
questions the staff and the public could not iflore. Examples included, "1s it possible for a 
kid to graduate from your school and not be able to p a s  a GED?" This question and others 
the staff and the public to put difficult issues on the table. These issues were the heart 
of the legislation, but the translation to local terms caused it to feel less like a mandate and 
more like a local initiative. In fact, many teachers never did realize that the process was 
mandated by the state. As one teacher put it, "You could ask the majority of teachers about 
2272 and they won't know what you are talhng about." 
The superintendent believes approaching the mandates as a local issue, rather than a 
state mandate, rallied the troops. Administrators note, "Our scores just went off the chart this 
year. Our proficiency rate had been hovering around 60 to 65% the last five years. Not too 
good. This year it was over 80 in about everything." hplementation must then be viewed as 
a success. The strategy of adding local flavor to state mandates proved successful during its 
first year. 
Barriers to Implementation 
Time. 
The mandates created a time crunch, All educators believed that time was the most 
limiting factor to successhI implementation. The lack of time to address the new paperwork 
caused an educator to wonder: 
How many things can you fit into the day? How many things cm you keep on your 
plate? In a district which was committed to technology, simply learning the 
technology took so much time that there wasn't always time to develop the data to 
input . 
As one veteran explained, "As an adult, it took longer to become computer efficient. If that 
was the vehicle of reporting and gathering information, it slowed everything down and 
created pressure." 
The added time requirements diverted time away from the c l ~ s r o o n ~  and other 
initiatives- Although the district attempted to purchase teacher time or provide substitutes, 
much of the work intruded into private lives. As one experienced teacher complained, "They 
give us the training and the technology, but there isn't nearly enough time to put those two 
things together. We need plain, old-fashioned work time." 
The mandates add to leacher stress and reluctance to change. 
Teachers identified two reasons that teachers resisted the mandates. These reasons 
included increasingly stressful workloads and the reluctance of some experienced teachers to 
change. First, teachers felt the paperwork, socially complex student issues, and new skills 
necessary to implement district improvement caused increased stress. One experienced 
teacher mentor expressed caution, "Some people got their backs up against the wall and felt 
stressed because they could never downshift. Constantly increasing workloads took a long 
time to adjust to, if you ever could. Sometimes it needed to slow down." Another teacher 
expressed more specific concerns: 
People needed to know that it is a high stress job. I believed we deserve every dollar 
we get. There were many teachers who felt that ever day was like going to war. 
Reseasck shows that we had stress levels as high as soldiers in a war. 1 know there are 
kids who challenge you every single day and you are wiped out at the end of the day, 
You have vely little down time. Fast paced days with lots of needy people. The 
alcohol, drugs, and abuse. It's prevalent and it very much affected you and the kids. 
Teachers eventudly learned to cope with this stress if they were to stay in the 
profession. However, those accommodations cause teachers to develop coping mechanism 
that favor panems in their teaching. A teacher expressed the comfort that was developed in 
these patterns: 
Experience is a barrier in itself. It's very easy to do what you have always done. You 
find what works and stick with it. As a result, it's safe and you're safe. You don't 
want to risk losing control during the change process. It takes so long to get it back. 
Resources. 
When district leaders first heard of the mandates, they felt apprehensive. As the 
superintendent noted, 'My first thought was 'What had they done to us now? Were they 
going to supply us with any funding to do this'?" The cuniculum director believed that 
gathering control of available funding sources was key, especially if the new mandates were 
not funded adequately. His concerns about possible unhnded mandates seemed prophetic as 
he stated: 
They rolled out this grandiose plan, but no one checked to see if there was any 
money. I think they're getting a heck of a lot for a little bit of money right now. They 
were getting more out of this than anyone thought they would. 
Since little new money was provided, leaders became more creative financially. The 
curriculum director believed, "The rean-angement of Phase III was significant in gaining 
control of the focus of staff development. That change provided the money." Although 
educators believed their district was more affluent than most, one teacher offered, "The 
resources were never completely adequate." Although staff worried about a lack of money, 
they had confidence in leadership's ability to find a solution. One key teacher stated, "It's 
amazing.  he district always finds a way to coerce us or something. I don't know how they 
did it." 
Unintended Consequences 
Afocus on standardizing everything from tests to paperwork, 
In general, educators were opposed to state tests. However, they believed that federal 
pressure to find a standardized assessment was more than Iowa could bear, As the cusriculum 
director commented: 
I know why they signed on to the ITBS, because it was the most common thing done. 
But, there were so many other ways that they could have done the same thing without 
forcing everyone to look the same in terms of these test reports. 
District leaders resented the standardizing practices of the mandates. The leadership felt they 
had always known that poverty had a devastating impact on schooling. The curriculum 
director argued: 
We coded all this stuff on ITBS as to whether a kid is free or reduced or whatever. 
I'm thinking; folks, we already knew what we are going to find out from this. Poverty 
had a direct relationship to achievement. No surprise there. To me it seemed like a 
slap in the face, so I resented having to do that. I would rather use that time to 
improve achievement. 
Educators also questioned using ITBS tests as a highly publicized, almost exclusive 
measure of student achievement. The superintendent confided: 
The unfair publicizing of testing results cast some districts in a favorable light and 
unfairly appeared negative for others. It gave the Register and other newspapers 
something easy to compare schools with. We did very well. fact, we were front 
page in the and two more articles in the second section. It cool md 
really great for us. 
he also admitted, "Other schools around us got beat up by it, It isn't fair because 
we all have such different populations." 
When the conversation turned to sanctions, the central office leaders were very 
skeptical about Iowa's perseverance. The curriculum director believed: 
The state did not have the resources or personnel to take over failing schools. Not the 
way they were cutting at the Department of Ed. How were you going to keep doing 
those five-year reviews with fewer people? That was one of the main parts related to 
accountability in this system. It didn't make sense to make threats you can't follow 
through on. 
Driving educators from the profession. 
Most educators interviewed believed the implementation timeline was unreasonable 
and had been detrimental. One veteran teacher commented, "Let's not pass a bill and three 
months later think that we're going to be able to have things in place. Eve~yone tried to 
change but there is so much stress in some districts. People are bailing." 
Veteran teachers were concerned that the system seemed overwhelming to young 
teachers, especially new and inexperienced teachers. They believed this workload moved the 
teacher shortage from bad to worse. A veteran of two decades warned: 
The only advice I gave was a caution to bear in mind; you're ovewhelming new 
teachers. The feeling of being overwhelmed by tasks was probably not as bad for me. 
Iyve been in education forever and you just kind of get used to being overwhelmed. I 
looked at some of our new teachers, everything was brand new and 1 thi&, oh my 
gosh, you've got Your individual teacher goal projects, mentoring projects, and all of 
the building work. It was all good, but boy, they are fried. I hope they stick with it. 
Administrators are also mulling the balance between workload and rewards in Iowa. 
Iowa's r e t ~ ~ m e n t  rules and the demands of the new mandates made sunounding states 
attractive to administrators. The most experienced central office administrator, often referred 
to as the driving force of the district, remarked: 
The state said you need an earnings cap for retiring administrators. They also create 
more work, I was offered jobs many times in the past. The best decision f ever made 
was to stay here. Now, I ask myself, why should I stay here? 1'11 have the rule of 88 
next year. Heck, I'd be better offmoving to anofher state. 
Compliance issues push equity issues to the back burner. 
Educators noticed a shift in state attention toward compliance issues and away from 
older, traditional equity mandates. Central office personnel noticed less emphasis on 
traditional multicuftural-nonsexist requirements. One central office educator commented: 
Our MCNS efforts have fallen way back. We used to work hard on those things 
because we're somewhat rural, and we needed diversity education. Concerns about 
compliance to achievement issues went way up, and concerns about equity issues went 
way down. There were only so many hours in the day. 
The curriculum director also expressed a concern about the same topic: 
When we had our equity audit, we'd get dinged on some things. They were not the 
centerpiece mymore* Our system said a single focus got things done. If You had one 
goal, you had one goal. If you had two goals, you had half a goal. The state decided 
business we were in so we could focus. Otherwise, you're damned either way. 
The focus on content hurt pedagom. 
Middle school educators noticed a focus on content standards and cuniculum mapping 
that required large amounts of time and energy. As a result, pedagogics such as middle 
school concept took a back seat, An administrator offered: 
Ten years ago we focused on horizontal collaboration within grade levels to develop 
interdisciplinary units. Lately, we focused on departments. Even though o w  
interdisciplinary teams meet every day, often times the agenda is taken up by student 
issues or vertical issues like curriculum mapping. 
The principal worried, "I needed to be a little stronger with middle school initiatives. But 
with all the focus within discipline departments, interdisciplinary stuff may be hard to start 
again. We can only lead in one direction at a time." 
The mandates slowed us down. 
The vision and intuition of leadership had moved the district far ahead of other Iowa 
districts in focusing on student achievement. In fact, it was widely acknowledged by locals 
that the state department often visited to develop models for statewide programs. It is not 
surprising to district leaders that the mandates actually slowed down their progress. The 
superintendent lamented, 
For us, I think it got in our way. I think we were headed down the path to achieve all 
the mandates and more. I don't think it improved our plan or the direction we were 
heading. We were more progressive and faster track before the legislation. 
~ l t h ~ ~ g h  leaders conceded that paperwork accountability was necessary for some districts, 
many didn't believe improvement W O U ~ ~  Come from fiuing out papework. The 
superintendent "Now we have to write a thesis to explain what we doing. 1 
think the CSIP was more of an essay contest. It took away from other things we could have 
accomplished." 
Sug~estions to Improve Future Mandates 
Mismatching simple solutions to complt~ systems. 
Many teachers believed that the public had a false sense of what education was like 
nowadays. As a result, the public was very critical. One teacher explained this feeling, 
"Parents say, you know that's not the way it was when I was in school. We sat in rows and 
now you sit in pods and work in the hallway. I don't get it." Teachers know that tradition is 
related to comfort, But comfort often went against what teachers were learning about 
learning styles. A teacher offered, "Teaching has always been more complex than everyone 
thought, now we just have the proof." The curriculum director provided advice, "Even if i t  
created classrooms that were different than the past, our knowledge base is thicker than ever 
before and we needed to move based on that knowledge. I think our legislators needed to 
understand that also." 
The superintendent believed policies were negatively affected by unanticipated 
complexity. He conjectured: 
I'm sure the legislature did not realize that some schools are wholly different from 
one another. Legislators looked at the way things were happening in some schools like 
ours and said, why isn't this happening in all schools? My answer would be, level the 
playing field financially and you can raise the whole bunch of them. If the money is 
even, the achievement will be even. 
Listen to the locals. 
Teachers felt the answer for better legislation was easy. Just listen to those in the field. 
it seemed that legislation was made by going around teachers, without talking with 
them. One prominent local educator asked, "If the legislature wants better test scores, why 
don't they Just ask us? We l ~ ~ o w  ho  to make them better. More of us had master degrees 
than not. w e  had educated opinions, not guesses." Going further, one educator was offended 
by the lack of input, "When they don't seem to care about our opinions, it seemed 
condescending to many of us. I think they relied too much on one district which happens to 
be close to the capitol." As if to confirm the relationship between teacher perceptions and 
degree of involvement, a few district educators were actually involved in the planning phase 
of the mandates. A few teachers sat on steering committees for 2272 or were given input 
through Area Education Agencies. These educators were more positive than others. Their 
perceptions were more loyal to the original legislative intent and the legislators. One educator 
sat on a planning committee for the Department of Education. She responded, "Our 
Iegislation will change education for the better. 1 know because I was there." This type of 
personal involvement developed ownership in the participants. As if to validate that 
perception, a veteran of 20 years felt left out. She advised: 
Talk more to teachers since there aren't many teachers in the legislature anymore. They 
needed to get to know educators so they can trust us. Then, they could enlist the help of 
professionals before they make more laws and mandates about education. 
Also, locals advised greater involvement in policy making, not waiting for the 
implementation phase. The superintendent advised, "lnvolve the School Board Association, 
SA], ISEA, so that there is a commitment On all parts. Just don't throw it at us and say this is 
what you're doing [pause], because we said so.'' 
a stable Phil0soph.Y ~egislorivephil~sophy lownrd education. 
Practitioners ~ o n d e r e d  what the legislators wished to create a philosophy for school 
policy building. They believed no such stable philosophy currently exists. A counselor 
groused: 
I'm not certain what kind of assessment they used to get a handle on where schools 
were in the first place. I'm meaning that if the legislature had an idea of their ultimate 
vision, I'd like to see it stated openly as part of an Iowa school philosophy. 
When asked about the philosophy of the legislature, an experienced educator complained, 
They were saying we needed to improve, but they really didn't say how. So, they were 
putting pressure on us to make changes without targets. But, I guess, if they didn't 
know where they were, it was pretty hard to tell someone else how to change. We 
never did that to kids. I told kids that certain things will be on the test so that they 
know how to improve. We don't pull something out of our hat at the end and say, now 
take the test. You don't even know what to study or what you're talking about. 
Educators were wondering if there was a philosophy, or even a mechanism, to d e s i p  a 
philosophy. They wonied that legislators were flying blindly. They worried that legislators 
did not know schools, did not know research about schools, but did know that they needed to 
respond to national pressure. An administrator worried: 
If they were only doing this for compliance, that's all they would get, compliance. 
~~t every dollar we spend on proving compliance, is one less dollar for actually 
making schools better. There is an old saying, A hog doesn't gain weight by weighing 
it. ~t only gains by feeding it. They need to feed Iowa schools if they want more 
results. 
Build policy that builds capacity. 
Leadership believed a gap existed in capacity-building policies that created incentives 
for excellence. A central office administrator advanced: 
When I talked about policy development, I was talking about capacity building. For 
example, develop policy that provided incentives for people to perforrn at a high level 
opposed to just existing in the status quo. There are a couple of groups out there 
doing this kind of stuff. Study them and report back to the rest of us. 
Educators believed that capacity building in the area of staff development, teacher 
observations and teaming were critical to give teachers the tools to improve. Teachers 
reminded, "This is a market driven economy. You get what you pay for. You are already 
getting the best education in the nation. If you want more than that, get ready to pay for it." 
Along these same lines, the curriculum director offered: 
I often thlnk of Susan Fuhrman and others who have separated out different kinds of 
policy. One of the policies questions that intrigued me was, how do you write 
capacity-building policy? An example might be, for those nurses and teachers in the 
high poverty areas, we'll forgive your loans. You get the ripple effects back. How do 
you weave incentives into a system? Wow do you incentivize educational practice? 
The legislators need to reward what they value. If they believe we don't have the 
capacity, give us more capacity by increasing funding. If they believe we already 
have the capacity, give us incentives to change. Read the research. 
Even active districts require more resources. 
Due to growth in the district, resources became more abundant during this decade. 
Admittedly, the expanded resources changed the educational landscape. The wise application 
of the new wealth greatly enhanced achievement. An administrator explained how the 
increase in resources had greatly enhanced the district's ability to reach their goals: 
We haven't always had the resources that we have the last couple of years. In the 
past, we were not able to make much progress. These additional resources have 
greatly enhanced our ability to get the job done. We will not make more progress 
without more resources. Even here, we are punning short. 
In spite of the relative abundance of resources in comparison to other Iowa districts, concerns 
existed. Many of the educators identified a common belief that st downturn in the economy 
would eventually slow or stop the reform initiative. A teacher commented: 
We needed additional technology support. It is never enough to give your staff 
computers and say, just figure it out. If our technology money ever dwindled, we 
would be right back where we started. It would be a disaster. That would dishearten 
the whole profession. 
Teachers believed that disaster was only as far away as the next downturn in the economy. 
Discussion 
In all three schools, common themes emerged in each of the six areas of interest. The 
areas included: (a) a history of active schooling and supportive communities built capacity, 
(b) initial communications challenge schools to increase standardized test scores or risk 
Iowa's education status, (c) HF 2272 narrows curriculum and provides an intense focus, (d) a 
shortage of resources and time hinder implementation and darken teacher perceptions, 
(e) unintended consequences result in increased paperwork and decreased community 
involvement as teachers leave the profession, and (0 educators plead for resources and access 
to legislators. 
Preexisting school culture meets HE 22 72. 
All three districts enjoyed a reputation of relative wealth and the strong leadership it 
could buy. Successful business districts provided taxes and bond issues for attractive 
facilities, above average pay scales, high teacher retention rates, and staff stability. For years, 
these schools exhibited aggressive staff development programs and a continual emphasis on 
improvement. These districts became known, as one board member described, "as shining 
lighthouse districts." This constant activity and notoriety caused communities to believe their 
schools were active long before. The community offered continuing support as a result. 
Each district had a history of attracting and retaining active and visionary leadership. 
These leaders were significant throughout the change process by localizing the mandates, 
building a capacity favoring change, and attracting other active leaders. These active leaders 
are identified in the literature review as "strategic interactors." Strategic interactors were 
critical to transference of policy in each district. Fuhrman et al. (1991) suggest these leaders 
seized opportunity, coordinated and expanded state policies to meet their needs, and 
anticipated and actively shaped state policy." The district interactors traveled, attended 
meetings, and advised (and were advised by) state planners. This insider knowledge created a 
mystique of being ahead of the curve. lnteractors took command of the message when new 
mandates arrived. As Fullan (2002) contends, successful implementation will occur when 
top-down policy mandates are blended with bottom-up implementation strategies. The 
strategic interactors blended HF 2272 into the preexisting culture. As a result, teachers 
initially commented on "the seamless, natural feel of the change process." 
Historically, inferactors encouraged an active environment by frequent introduction of 
new initiatives. l3ach district reported introducing several different initiatives over the years. 
Teachers practiced implementation strategies. Lines of communication were created, teaming 
was employed, and articulation of curriculum was common. The theme of teaming was 
highly supported in the literature. Schmoker (1 999) advised that teaming is the foundation of 
enhancing achievement. Strategies were employed effectively at the level of instruction. 
Cohen and Hill (2001) echoed the strategy by suggesting that education is bottom-heavy and 
real change can only happen at the bottom of the pyramid, the classroom. Accountability 
measures, such as logs and reflections, were common although not universal. 
These districts developed quick reactions to new demands or changes in the 
educational environment, This process is also suggested in the works of Firestone ( I  989), 
who believed that organizations learned how to innovate by implementing innovations. 
Action provides a chance to break negative amplifying cycles in organizations. Firestone 
further asserts that these districts are especially receptive and aggressive when they 
determine that the policies meet their needs. 
This frequent action also created a constant hum of activity. This activity attracted 
other active professionals. One anived leader reported that, "The district was always out 
there toward the edge. That's why I came here. I wanted to work here and raise mY kids 
here." The rich got richer as quality leaders attracted other quality leaders+ 
Local perceptions of pol i~y  intent: Raise standardized test scores. 
Locals could identify no single original source of information at fie state level for 
co-unicating policy. They identified differing sources of information including unions, 
personal readings, word of mouth, newspaper articles, and several others. However, all could 
identify why the policy was necessary, to raise Iowa's declining test scores or lose their 
preeminent status in education. All Iowans considered education one of their few 
mechanisms to draw and hold citizenry. A threat to education concerned all Iowans. An 
educator summed up the general feeling, "In Iowa, education is an ego thing. It's about being 
the best in the nation at something." Erosion of this resource would harm Iowa's reputation 
and economy. In addition, the loud national drumbeat for compliance was also heard in Iowa. 
Locals believed that intense national pressure was exerted through a threatened loss of 
funding to money-starved schools. Iowa legislators had no choice but to comply. 
Standardized scores must go up. 
While the HF 2272 was being developed, active school leaders attended enticing 
discussions held at the state level. They report discussions that hinted about funding increases 
for education and teacher salaries. It was suggested that increases were contingent on 
increased accountability for student learning. The vague hints at incentives helped 
accountability gain acceptance among these leaders. These locals intuitively sensed the 
power of what McDomell and Elmore (1987) refer to as incentives. Incentives would 
improvement, but variation would occur at all sites. The possibiliw of variation of 
outcomes for each site encouraged leaders. Buoyed by the hints of incentives, strategic 
interactors returned home and prepared their districts for action. 
HF 22 72 changed capocity building? centralized po wer, and narrowed the 
curriculum. 
The traditional wealth of these schools created diverse curriculums. Sbong programs 
in the liberal arts, practical arts, and activities generated community pride. This constant flow 
of wealth also built "a capacity for change" into the culture of the district. However, HF 2272 
changed the playing field. For the first time, this capacity for change was being applied to a 
new policy design. Instead of cutting edge innovations being valued, practices that 
standardized schools were now in vogue. The district must now work to narrow, rather than 
broaden, curriculum and practices. 
During the implementation process, each district leadership team sensed the mandates 
required, or opportunity for, a new centralizing of power in school districts. A 
resurgence in the roles of superintendent and curriculum director were realized. The 
superintendent contended that "the extreme focus reeled in autonomous building 
administrators and teachers." This development would bode poorly for local control but well 
for eliminating the autonomy which Cohen and Hill (2001) identified as a hindrance to 
improving teaching. 
Standardizing practices between buildings were encouraged as departments met K- 12 
rather than in the traditional grade level teams. The focus became longitudinal. That is, 
emphasis was given to department standards and cuniculum mapping. Horizontal articulation 
between different disciplines within a grade level decreased. As a result, initiatives like 
middle school concept suffered. 
All teacher goals and strategies must now be linked to the district goals. As a result, 
many teachers rejoiced that the traditional "hodgepodge" of goals and staff development 
would be f h ~ s e d  or replaced by streamlined, unified systems. However, leaders realized this 
historic hodgepodge actually prepared the district for the implementation of the new policies. 
Active s~k~ools '  leaders worr-ied that this loss of activity would make schools more compliant 
but less innovative. One administrator concluded, "We are selling our souls. Compliance will 
make us more like everyone else, but I'm not sure that was what we wanted. Our greatness 
was due to our different way of looking at the world. We were successful because we were 
di fferent ." 
HF 2272 and the associated standardized testing created an extreme focus on math, 
science, and reading. Available resources were refocused on the "big three," while other 
disciplines and pedagogy initiatives languished. Teachers in non-core areas struggled to 
incorporate reading and math into band and physical education cupriculums. This outcome 
was predicted by Popham (2002) and others. These teachers admitted feeling outside the 
mainstream initiatives and a reduced status of "second class citizen" was felt in the arts. They 
report that their continued cooperation was in doubt. Pedagogy-based initiatives such as 
thematic units, multiple intelligences training, cooperative learning, and others have seen a 
decline in interest. A common sentiment was voiced by a veteran mentor who offered, "I 
don't think we even offer cooperative leaning to new teachers anymore." Cooperative 
learning had previously been a district mainstay in staff development. Also relegated to the 
back burner were previously state-mandated priorities such as equity education. 
Barriers to implementation: The legislature mandates more work. 
Two major baniers were identified by educators. These barriers included a lack of 
additional resources for additional workload, time, and a resentment of being dictated to from 
afar. Formerly adequate resources were now in short supply. Educators complained that the 
mandates were extremely underfunded. Resources were often scrounged by diverting horn 
other projects to accountability. Occasionally, specialists were hired to provide additional 
expertise to accomplish the goals. The once belittled Area Education Associations, whose 
services are free, gained acceptance and assisted mightily in the implementation process. 
Educators commented that, "the AEA staff provided expertise and helped develop vision" 
and ensured compliance. In addition, grants were written arid existing resources such as 
Phase 111 were reallocated to align with the changes. 
More significantly, as predicted by Tye and 07Brien (2002), st lack of funding for 
monetary rewards created a sense of abandonment among some teachers. Teachers felt a 
breach in the implied covenant linking increased accountability with increased rewards. 
Subsequent legislation provided mentoring arid raises for new teachers, but experienced 
teachers received few benefits from the changes they engineered. Experienced teachers felt 
they had been down this road before. They became more skeptical and felt that this too shall 
pass. 
The resource in shortest supply was time. Locals identified an alarming lack of time 
to implement and practice the new initiatives. This time crunch manifested itself in three 
ways. First, resistance grew as teachers and administrators felt an imposition on professional 
time to accomplish the goals set forth by the legislation. Traditional teacher activities 
suffered. Increased workloads took teachers away from the students dusing the work week. 
Teachers experienced less time to remediate students before and aAer school as well as 
during free periods. Less time was available for the "social needs of kids." As McLaughlin 
(1987) and others warned, teachers must have the time to team and grow professionally. 
Without t k s  time, government may increase teacher dissatisfaction. 
Secondly, all educators complained of an imposition into their private lives. Teachers 
felt deprofessionalized as they worked without reimbursement. Resentment grew as nights 
and weekends were now engaged in enabling the change process. As an administrator 
admitted, "My personal time really has taken a big hit." Another administrator regrets not 
leaving "For private business when she had the chance." Tye and O'Brien (2002) predict that 
many of these educators will abandon the profession for private business. 
Finally, the extremely short timelines for implementation created a frenzy of activity 
in active districts and an assumed stupor in less active districts. Active districts hired staff to 
deal with the increased workload, rewrote job descriptions, and robbed unspent balances to 
move toward complimce. These leaders grimaced when asked about smaller or less active 
districts. They related stories of dumping all the reports in a box or stealing from the work of 
neighboring districts. Elmore (2002) predicted these results in the literature review by stating, 
"Those most likely to succeed in implementing state policy are those least in need of it. 
While those with a we& curricular core tend to respond by gaming the system." 
Since the leadership often used the mandates as leverage for the change process, 
teachers began to resent being dictated to from the legislature in Des Moines. Only a strong 
campaign of localizing the mandates kept the troops in line. A balance of outside pressure 
melded with local accommodation to lessen the resentment. Doing for the district, not doing 
it for Des Moines, became a rallying cry of some teachers. Still, educators suspected 
underlying political agendas were embedded in the policies. They believed that Iowa 
politicians long desired a reduction in the number of school districts and the monetary 
savings this would generate. 
Unintended consequences resun in &reme focus on sfandordized test, increased 
teacher workloads. lowered goals, and reduced cornrnuni~ involvement. 
Educators discovered four consequences as they implemented the mandates. They felt 
accountable for things that were beyond their control, a counterproductive focus on 
standardized testing, presumed problems with state enforcement, and an unexpected loss of 
community involvement. 
First among these concerns was the very concept of accountability. Teachers did not 
run from accountability. But, they resented being held accountable for factors beyond their 
control. The realities of poverty and other social variables create testing problems that 
teachers felt helpless to overcome. Parents who do not allow homework or deny special 
education help cause teachers to question, "How can I be held accountable for that?" They 
request reasonable standards of accountability for everyone involved in a child's life 
Second, teachers felt that much of a child's education is not measured on standardized 
tests. The arts, equity, and other issues suffered. This extreme focus would undermine 
decades of liberal arts education. One leader bemoaned that "hat gets measured gets done." 
She would "not wony about the band until the state starts holding the district accountable for 
how well the band plays." This narrowing of the curriculum was predicted in the literature 
review by Popham (2002)' Firestone (1 9891, and others. Additionally, teachers even 
questioned the test's ability to correctly measure district cumculum in the math, reading, and 
science. Often, district maps did not align with the standardized tests. Consequently, results 
were artificially low. As predicted by Popham (20021, districts must either face the 
consequences of lower scores or align curriculum which teachers to the test. 
Educators chaffed under the increased workload. The additional paperwork required 
by implementation took the form of re-doing C U ~ C U ~ U ~  mapping, additional lesson 
planning, increased technology competence, daily or weekly logs, and others. This 
papemork was one of the top reasons nationally for defections from the teaching ranks. 
Locally, educators reported leaving the profession to join industries. They could make more 
money for fewer hours. As predicted by the literature review, "accountability and paperwork 
became the main reasons for leaving the profession." This was incredibly bad news during a 
teacher shortage. They expected this trend to continue or escalate, 
Educational leaders worry about the state's ability to enforce its own mandates. They 
are skeptical that all districts will abide by the new laws. Smaller districts may be out of 
compliance already. Stories abound regarding "throwing reports in a box and sending them to 
the state." Locals wonder how the state reacts, If there is no sanction, why will others 
comply? If there are sanctions, does the state have the will to close these schools or the 
capacity to take them over? Leaders have seen precious little dedication by the state in their 
experiences. 
Especially disturbing to locals has been the tendency for districts to reach compliance 
by setting goals that are more easily attained. Every district originally set high goals. They 
believed these lofty goals challenged the ingenuity and the imagination of the elltire district. 
When they did not reach all goals, they saw their failures publicized in the newspapers. 
Rather than risk the bad public relations of faiiure, the next year goals were set that were 
easier to accomplish. They believe schools may be loweling their standards to assure that all 
students attain success--an insurance policy of sorts. This is a sharp contrast to prior goals 
that raised the bar of expectation, but also raised the specter of student failure. Even these 
active schools opted for "better be safe than and lowered their goals. 
Finally, there exists a potential blow to Iowa's history of local control and a 
fumhmental goal of the legislation; loss of community involvement. If one purpose of the 
legislation was to make 10wa schools more accountable to Iowa communities, educators in 
active districts see very little evidence of progress in that arena. Despite publishing 
standardized scores in the newspaper and initiatives to open the classrooms to public 
scrutiny, leaders report that parents are still more interested in the names of their teachers and 
whether their kids are having fun at school. District leaders expressed concern about the 
pubfic's ability or desire to engage in increasingly complex conversations regarding the 
mandates. As evidence of this trend, districts where involvement was high reported a 
decrease in community involvement. The tight timelines in year one of the legislation limited 
involvement and created a poor template for subsequent years. An educator contended "The 
community may have moved from players in the game to spectators of the game." If true, it 
was an alarming blow to local control. 
Suggestions to improve future legislation: Instability of the legislative system fosters 
an appreciation of standardized tests and a depreciation of local input. 
Teachers and community leaders have three main suggestions for the legislature. 
First, reduce the reliance on standardized testing. Second, visit schools and talk to locals. 
Finally, address the institutionalized instability that accompanies legislative control of 
education, 
Educators appeal to the legislature to explore their reliance on standardized tests to 
determine the of schools. Many educators believe the original Purpose of the 
legislation was to raise standardized test scores to previous historic levels. Education leaders 
worry that using standardized testing to make high stakes decisions m s  the risk of being 
ineffective, or worse, negatively impacting schools. The literature reveals that high stakes 
standardized testing has an uncertain history. Berends et al. (2002) warn of "The 
overwhelming emphasis given to scores on state tests as measures of student improvement do 
not bode well for reform efforts." Locals sympathize with legislators who struggle to 
measure the effectiveness of schools. Locals' beliefs are summed up in the words of a 
superintendent, "Legislators are business people who Iike numbers and bottom lines. They 
think these tests will give them that bottom line." However, using the tests in a manner 
inconsistent with the intent of the test designers is poor practice. Locals warn that teachers 
will begin to identify strategies that teach to  the test. Conversely, others who set goals based 
on standardized test results fear that they cannot accurately identify strategies to move these 
scores upward. As a result, several district leaders mentioned that they Just set lower goals, a 
trend that deeply concerns locals. Sirotnik (2002) contends that the only reasons to continue 
using standardized tests are "economy and efficiency." To reverse this trend, local districts 
ask for the resources to pursue more sophisticated measures that would better serve Iowa 
schools. 
Educators suggest that legislators do not appreciate the complexity of public schools. 
Popharn (1991) contends that socio-economic factors is a major factor that determines 
achievement. Poverty, bilingual issues, abuse, and other social problems overwhelm children 
and pull their attention from standardized tests and learning. In turn, these issues overwhelm 
teachers. Fewer legislators take the time to visit schools and spend a day walking in a 
teacher's shoes to understand the nature of Iowa's children. Teachers believe that few 
industries are successhlly nm by policy makers who do not understand the business. 
Educators believe that a lack of stability hinders school planning and policy 
implementation. Locals contend the sentiments of the legislature change at each election. 
New Policy makers take office and" make their bones'' by putting their stamp on the biggest 
part of the state budget, local schools. This bi-yearly ebb and flow makes long-range 
planning almost impossible for schools. Educators wonder if elections will provide 
supportive legislators or skeptics of public education. If legislators want what one 
superintendent called "dynamic leadership in schools," they must clearly identify what they 
want educators to do, provide funding, and explain their vision for Iowa education. They 
must create the same type of stable environment for Iowa's schools that they desire for 
Iowa's classrooms. 
Chapter 5 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary of the Study 
h 1983, A Nation at Risk warned that American education was unfocused and falling 
behind other nations. Iowa responded to the demand for more accountability from schools by 
passing Iowa House File 2272. This qualitative study was an effort to describe these 
improvement efforts from the perspective of three active Iowa schools, 
The purpose of the study was to provide information about what happened during 
implementation of HF 2272 and what implernenters would recommend for future policy 
design. Insights were offered to other implementers concerning how these active districts 
took on the job of implementing policy. 
Five research questions were addressed in this study: 
1. How familiar are middle school practitioners with House File 2272? 
2. What does House File 2272 require schools to do? 
3. What is the expertise and interest of school personnel responsible for 
implementation of the effort? 
4. What strategies are school administrators and teachers using to transform House 
File 2272 into practice? 
5. What are the suggestions of middle school practitioners to improve policy and 
implementation of HF 2272? 
Conclusions 
The study identified six conclusions with respect to its five major questions. 
Conclusions emerge regarding: (a) middle school educator's familiarity with HF 2272, 
(b) impact of local expertise and interest on implementation of HF 2272, (c) requirements of 
HF 2272, (d) strategies used to transform policy into practice, and (e) suggestions to improve 
policy and implementation. 
The first conclusion centered on the first research question. Investigation revealed the 
means by which educators became familiar with HF 2272 and how these early perceptions 
shaped policy implementation at the local level: 
Say What You Mean - It Does Make a Difference in the Outcome. 
The study clearly revealed an early enthusiastic greeting for the concept of increased 
accountability and hints of increased funding in exchange for compliance. However, the state 
produced no identifiable mechanism to easily diffuse the details of the message to school 
districts. Consequently, district efforts to understand the legislation relied on the slow leaking 
of details through a variety of conduits. Minus any "big picture" explanation of school 
improvement from the legislature, teachers created their understanding from sketchy 
newspaper articles, education associations' emails, and word of mouth. Educators believed 
the legislature felt Iowa's educational status was at stake and raising standardized test scores 
was the primary remedy. 
Despite a lack of clarity, tight timelines required district leaders to interpret the policy 
locally and begin acting. Teachers traditionally felt limited power to raise these standardized 
scores. When this perceived "testing fear" was coupled with a lack of new money for the 
initiatives, a vacuum of trust opened between the educators and the legislature. Educators 
filled the vacuum with suspicions of underlying political motives for the legislation. Many 
educators came to suspect the purpose of the legislation was to enact vouchers or close small 
Iowa schools. 
The study's second question examined the expertise and interest of school personnel 
in implementing HF 2272. The following conclusion emerged from the findings: 
The Rich Get Richer Cycle -Active Leaders Produce Splashes of Activity That Attract Other 
Active Leaders. 
For years, visionary leaders were recruited to these active school districts. Before HF 
2272, and increasingly after, leaders were hired to create learning communities and were 
provided resources to build capacity. These leaders are the strategic interactors discussed in 
the literature. They organized districts into teams with vertical and horizontal 
comunications systems and practiced converting new initiatives into staff development at 
the classroom level. These leaders sat at the helm of sleek, agile districts accustomed to 
change. 
In addition, these leaders were involved in committees that helped design the 
legislation. Therefore, districts with strategic interactors suffered less from the tangled lines 
of communication at the onset of HF 2272. They understood the new law, took control of the 
message and fit of mandates to local culture. This close fit resulted in what many of the 
teachers referred to as the "natural feel" of the changes. The Area Education Association and 
State Department personnel came to view these visionary environments and encouraged 
other schools to visit. Their reputation grew. 
This reputation attracted other quality leaders and teachers to this active environment. 
This mix of quality professionals, an appetite for change, and reputation for excellence 
incubated these learning communities. Conversely, interactors express pessimism for 
colleagues in less active districts. They openly doubted the ability of small districts to 
respond effectively. 
The following two conclusions were related to the third research question, regarding 
the perceptions of what HF 2272 caused schools to do and the resulting effects: 
Regardless of Original Intent, HF 2272 Increased Bureaucracy and Decreased 
Professionalism. 
A lack o f  input and feedback to the legislature caused many educators classify HF 
2272 as a top-down policy from faraway Des Moines. Teachers resented the paper 
accountability that followed the new law. Teachers increasingly suspected that legislators did 
not understand the schools they governed as implementation forced teachers to work at night 
and on weekends without reimbursement. 
As predicted in the literature review, top-down mandates moved Iowa toward 
standardizing compliance. But, teachers lamented a loss of autonomy and decision making 
power in their classrooms. Evidence of dissatisfaction grew as teachers began leaving the 
profession during a teacher shortage. As noted in the literature, increased accountability and 
paperwork were the main reasons teachers left the profession. As one veteran educator 
complained, "They [the legislature] don't come up with a good support systems, so I guess 
they don't care." 
If you Wanted to  Make Schools More Accountable to Communities, What Happened? 
These active communities successfully engineered school improvement endeavors 
long before HF 2272. For years, these communities built school capacity by pouring financial 
and environmental suppon into their schools. They volunteered, provided a stable flow of 
money, and provided well-fed and compliant children. They expressed thdr satisfaction and 
pfide with the passage of bond issues and levies. 
However, ~ducators noted that the unreasonable timelines of HF 2272 greatly limited 
oppomnities to network with the public. This created a poor first year template for 
implementation in h a r e  years. In addition, the law increased complexity and requirements 
for compliance. This complexity limited public understanding and input. One superintendent 
lamented the loss of input and noted that the new accountability created less community 
involvement than ever before. 
The next conclusion is related to the fourth research question, exploring how school 
personnel are transforming HF 2272 into practice in the field: 
HF 2272 Redefined the Measuring Stick for Excellence in Education. 
Perceptions shaped at the announcement of HF' 2272 created extreme public focus on 
high stakes testing. Educators implored legislators to rethink matching high stakes to a 
single, standardized measure of success. Educators contended that many of the factors 
lowering standardized testing scores were beyond their control. The resulting feeling of 
helplessness Fueled fear of failure and bad public relations. 
The strategic response to this fear caused all three active schools to discuss lower, 
more easily achievable goals. Two districts discussed the risk and "just lowered our academic 
goals." In addition, the emphasis on standardized testing narrowed the curriculum. This 
limited emphasis endangered or completely eliminated pedagogy initiatives, the arts, equity 
initiatives, and previous staff development. Non-core staff encountered difficulty 
effectively and vocalized a "second class citizen" status. They question their 
continuing support of core-only initiatives. 
The final conclusion sets forth suggestions to the legislature. The research reveals 
teacher perceptions of the state role in educational policy making: 
If Legislators Intend to Improve Iowa Education, as an Education First State, They Need to 
be More Attentive to Their Policvmakina Role. 
Local educators fear that a critical lack of resources and unexpectedly complex 
educational systems will reduce t h e  legislature's will to "stay the course" with accountability. 
Teachers felt that flip-flops indicated increasing indecision from the top, a major concern in a 
top-down mandate. Teachers also complain that ever-changing rules discourage flexibility in 
iocal implementation. Many educators tire of starting over and finally acquiesced by stating 
'tjust tell me what to do." This surrender of local implementation flexibility threatens the very 
core of the change process. FuIlan (1491) contends "policymakers must help practitioners put 
practices into local use." An administrator fears this abdication of the responsibility by 
stating, "If they quit now, we may not be able to lead again." 
hplications 
The following implications were drawn from this study but are the reseascheer's 
interpretation of data and trends. 
Implementation is Hindered b y  Communication Problems 
A critical lack of formal communication systems exists between the legislature and 
Iowa schools. As a result, existence of multiple informal pathways distort messages fiom the 
legislature. Active schools reported benefits fiom their early knowledge of legislative intent. 
Schools that can afford to send personnel to Des Moines for legislative networking will stay 
"in the know." schools without the means to crack inner circles of policy making will rely on 
rumor to guide their actions. Additionally, a lack of networking between districts further 
isolates Iowa schools. 
The control of  the message is implicitly the responsibility of the legislature. 
Legislators must communicate clearly and inform Iowa's districts in an organized, timely 
manner. In addition, the lack o f  feedback from schools prevents midcourse adjustments. 
Legislation becomes inflexible in the face of changing environments. Legislators are unable 
to take advantage of innovations or retreat fkom failures. This lack of organized data 
collection causes legislators to "fly blindly" from one policy action to the next. Each 
disconnected policy initiative accumulates upon the last until teachers flounder under the 
weight. 
Standardized Tests Results in Math, Science, and Reading, Will Increase 
lowa education received a clear message from the legislature: increase standardized 
test scores. Districts worked to align district cuniculum to standardized tests. This intensive 
focus on core areas and the publication of standardized test results will alter traditional 
funding streams to enrich these endeavors. As a result, achievement in the core will improve. 
Without additional funding, the fine arts, activities programs, diversified staff development, 
equity issues, and other traditional local efforts will be legislated into irrelevance. 
Districts are Shifting Resources from Capacity Building to Compliance 
Iowa schools exhibit differing capacities to adapt to this changing workload. Active 
districts will continue to shift resources away from capacity building toward insuring 
standardized compliance. Fear of public failure will shift emphasis from risk-taking to 
ensuring compliance. These districts will feel less active as a result. Years of capacity 
building aimed at enabling change are being transformed into a capacity to meet compliance 
standards. 
Accountability is burying Iowa schools in a blizzard of paperwork. Intense concern 
exists for the plight of smaller, less active districts. These districts have no history or real 
hope of buying the leadership capacity, powerful staff development, time, or expertise to 
achieve the required paper accountability. Teachers will continue to leave less active schools 
or leave the profession entirely. Without capacity to change or a stable staff, less active 
districts will be legislated out o f  existence. As a result, teachers perceive the legislators as 
indifferent to their plight, or worse yet, designers of a plot to "work" smaller, less active 
districts out of existence. 
Recommendations 
Don't Abandon Schools: Create Feedback System Between the Statehouse and the 
Schoolhouse 
Fullan and others contend that public schools require mandates to jump-start 
improvement. They also recommend a flexible policy design that allows irnplementers to 
adjust policy to unique local needs. This complex design model requires continual data 
analysis and adjustment of policy options to changing condition. Time constraints, politics, 
and Iowa's antiquated lines of communication hinder or completely stymie these 
conversations. 
To ensure that the policy matches the legislative intent, provide the personnel and time 
necessary for effective networking between the legislature and the Department of 
Education. 
"Even the playing field" by providing the technology necessary for effective 
dissemination of policy details to all Iowa schools. 
Value the feedback from schools by collecting and analyzing data. Then, make the 
inevitable midcourse corrections accompanying change. 
Create a Flexible Legislative Response to Accommodate the Var*ng Capacities of Iowa 
Schools 
If Ed-Flex was good for Iowa as a whole, it should be good for individual Iowa 
schools, Create a flexible legislative approach to accountability that is sensitive to the 
variable capacities of Iowa's schools. When considering the possible policy response 
responses identified in the literature: 
Create mandates that require continual improvement fiom all Iowa schools. 
* Reward the expensive research and development provided by active districts to the 
Department of Education and all Iowa schools. Incentivize the active districts by 
reducing their paper accountability and create teacher ladders and grant opportunities. 
Provide less active districts with the capacity building opportunities previously enjoyed 
by active districts. Provide funding for quality leadership, staff development, teaming 
and networking opportunities. 
Avoid less active schools by eliminating staff. Results are at best a wash 
and at worst counterproductive. 
Schools Sway with the Political Wind. Increase the Likelihood of Long-range Plarming or 
Turn the Responsibility Over to Someone Who Cm 
Educators bemoaned the biyearly change of direction at election time. Depoliticize 
the process by decreasing the flip-flops each election brings. Either increase term limits of 
legislators or turn more educational planning over to entities with a longer lifespan. Each 
legislature exists for 2 years. Governors are elected for 4 years. Members of the Iowa State 
Board of Education are appointed by the governor and serve for 6 years with the possibility 
of concurrent terms totaling 12 years, The State Board of Education was intended by the 
Iowa constitution to be a policy making body on behalf of the legislature. The longer terms 
of the Stite Board provide more stability and continuity than legislative terms. Give the State 
Board and similar entities more voice in the creation of long-range policy. 
Honor Capacity Where It Exists and Create Capacitv Where It Does Not Exist 
Study capacity building strategies employed in active districts. Emulate those 
strategies by: 
Building capacity by investing in leadership statewide. Concentrate on leadership 
programming which creates the "strategic interactors" so necessary for the translation of 
state policy into local implementation. 
e Continue to invest in Area Education Association staff development services valued by 
active schools. 
e Assure that staff development reaches the classroom by providing the resources 
necessary for teams of teachers to practice new strategies. 
Invest in alternatives to standardized tests which broaden the cumculum and value 
diverse offerings. 
If there is no intent to create new funding, rearrange present finding. If legislative intent is to 
shift funding from small schools by closing them, as the teachers recommended, "Just do it." 
A Call for Future Research Studies 
Replicate th is  study in less active districts. A broader study would allow identification 
of implementation patterns across differing districts. Differences between practices, funding 
patterns, and staff development practices could be compared with suggestions for 
improvement. 
How Has HF 2272 Fmproved Student Achievement? 
Sufficient t ime  has passed to begin analyzing the implementation success of HF 2272. 
More importantly, studies should reveal the relationships between levels of implementation 
and changes in standardized test scores. This data can be used to guide hrther 
implementation efforts. 
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APPENDIX A 
Interviewee Consent Form 
Research Study: Transforming Iowa Schools: An Inside Look at Educational Accountability 
Policy 
The purpose of this funded research study is to study the process of school 
transformation in Iowa by conducting a policy implementation study of Iowa's 
comprehensive school improvement and accountability mandate. In its simplest fonn this 
research project asks two questions: (a) How is Iowa's mandate for school improvement 
actually working? (b) How could it be redesigned to work better? A research team is 
interviewing approximately 120 people, including state legislators, teachers, administrators, 
and state and local policy makers who have been identified as the people best able to respond 
to these questions. 
The interviews are approximately 45 minutes in Iength and are being conducted in the 
fall of 2001 and the spring of 2002. The findings of the study will be made public; however, 
your name and position will not be used and the data will not be reported in any way that you 
can be identified. Your signature indicates you understand the purpose and process of the 
study and that you give us permission to use the information in disseminating the results. 
Please be aware that your participation in this study is voluntary and you are fiee to 
decide not to participate or withdraw at any time without repercussion. if you have any 
questions regarding the study or participation in it, please feel free to contact us at the 
number listed below. Also we will be happy to share our finding horn the study when it is 
completed. 
Date: 
Interviewee Name (please print): 
Interviewee Position (please print) : 
lnterviewee Signature: 
Research Team: Perry JohnstonAnnette Liggett Jennifer Lindaman 
Carole Richardson Kim Thuente Denny Wulf 
Research Team Member Signature: 
Drake University Phone Number: (5  15) 27 1-37 19 
APPENDIX B 
HF 2272 Implementation Study 
Interview Protocol 
Draft 1 1 / 1 9/02 
Board Member Version 
From what You know, what was 2272 intended to do. 
. How did you learn about 2272, at first and as it unfolded? 
. Tell me about any ways that you think the district is really different as a result of 
2272. 
- How has your district's plan impacted your role as a board member? Are 
you more or less involved in school improvement? 
- How has it changed the work of your administrators? Your teachers? 
- Is there a greater focus on goals, benchmarks, student achievement, etc.? 
Do you feel your staff had the necessary resources and skills to implement your district's 
goals? 
What did your district do to help your staff develop the skills, knowledge and 
attitudes needed? 
- Were these pretty much in place prior to 2272 or were they more a result 
of 2272? 
. DO you feel that your school provided the necessary resources such as time, money, 
expertise to implement 2272? 
- Were these pretty much in place prior to 2272 or were they more a result 
of 2272? 
- Do you see this as a funded or unfounded mandate? 
Do you feel HF 2272 served to '2ump start" your district's reform efforts or did it 
supplement what you were already doing? 
- Did 2272 divert time and resources from other reform efforts going on in 
the district before it was passed? 
Share with me the process your district utilized to implement HF 2272. 
What were some of the supports to the implementation process? 
- Were these pretty much in place prior to 2272 or were they more a resuit 
of 2272? 
What were some of the barriers to the implementation process? 
- Are these much the same barriers both before and after 2272? 
What might you suggest to do differently the next time around? 
Why do you think the legislature enacted HF 2272? 
What do you think they saw as the need? 
Do you think they are getting what they hoped for? 
From your experience with 2272, what do you recommend to legislators about how 
to make legislation helphl to districts? 
- What would recommend to legislators in future implementation efforts? 
APPENDLX C 
HF 2272 Implementation Study 
Interview Protocol 
Draft 11/19/01 
Teacher Version 
From what you know, what was 2272 intended to do? 
How did you learn about 2272, at first and as it unfolded? 
Telf me about any ways that you think the district is really different as a result of 
- How has your district's plan impacted your role as a teacher? 
- Would you say your school is more capable and willing to take on new 
changes in the future? 
Do you feel you bad the necessary resources and skills to implement your district's goals? 
What did your district do to help you andfor others develop the skills, knowledge, 
and attitudes needed? 
- Were these pretty much in place prior to 2272 or were they more a result 
of 2272? 
Do you feel that your school provided the necessary resources such as time, money, 
expertise to implement 2272? 
- Were these pretty much in place prior to 2272 or were they more a result 
Do you feel HF 2272 served to '3Ulllp start" your district's refom efforts or did it 
supplement what you were already doing? 
- Did 2272 divert time and resources from other refom efforts going on in 
the district before it was passed? 
Share with me the process your district utilized to implement HF 2272. 
What were some of the supports to the implementation process? 
- Were these pretty much in place prior to 2272 or were they more a result 
of 2272? 
What were some of the barriers to the implementation process? 
- Are these much the same baniers both before and after 2272? 
What might you suggest to do differently the next time around? 
Why do you think the legislature enacted HF 2272? 
What do you think they saw as the need? 
Do you think they are getting what they hoped for? 
From your experience with 2272, what do you recommend to legislators about how 
to make legislation helpful to districts? 
- What would to legislators in future implementation effo*~? 
APPENDIX D 
HF 2272 Implementation Study 
Interview Protocol 
Draft 1 1/19/01 
Administrator Version 
From what you know, what was 2272 intended to do? 
How did you learn about 2272, at first and as it unfolded? 
Tell me about any ways that you think the district is really different as a result of 
- How has your district's plan impacted your role as an administratorhoard 
member? 
- Would you say your district is more capable and willing to take on new 
changes in the future? 
Do you feel your staff had the necessary resources and skills to implement your district's 
goals? 
What did your district do to help you andlor others develop the skills, knowledge, 
and attitudes needed? 
- Were these pretty much in place prior to 2272 or were they more a result 
of 2272? 
Do you feel that your school provided the necessary resources such as time, money, 
expertise to implement 2272? 
- Were these pretty much in place prior to 2272 or were they more a result 
of 2272? 
Do you feel HF 2272 served to "jump start" your district's reform efforts or did it 
supplement what you were already doing? 
- Did 2272 divert time and resources from other reform efforts going on in 
the district before it was passed? 
Share with me the process your district utilized to implement HF 2272. 
What were some of the supports to the implementation process? 
- Were these pretty much in place prior to 2272 or were they more a result 
of 2272? 
What were some of the barriers to the implementation process? 
- Are these much the same barriers both before and after 2272? 
What might you suggest to do differently the next time around? 
Why do you think the legislature enacted HF 2272? 
What do you think they saw as the need? 
Do you think they are getting what they hoped for? 
From your experience with 2272, what do you recommend to legislators about how 
to make legislation helphl to districts? 
- What would recommend to legislators in hture implementation efforts? 
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House File 2272 
1 I 
1 2  
1 3  AN A C T  
1 4 EQUIRTNG THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION TO ADOPT RULES 
1 5 ELATING TO THE INCORPOlL4TION OFACCOUmABILrry  FOR 
1 6 STUDEhT ACEIEVEMENT IhTO THE EDUCATION STANDARDS .AND 
1 7 ACCREDITATION PROCESS 
1 8  
1 9 BE IT ENACTED BY THE CENER4L ASSEMBLY OFTHE STATE OF IOWA 
1 10 
I I 1 S e c t ~ o n  I Section 256 7 ,  Code 1997. is amended by addlng 
1 12  the following new subsection 
I 13 NEW SIJBSECJ'ION. 21 Det elop and adopt rules by July I ,  
1 14 1992, incorporaring accountabllrty rbr student achievement 
1 I 5  into the standards and accreditation prwess described rn 
1 16 section 256 1 1  The rules shall p r o ~ ~ d e  for alf of the 
f 17 follo\ving: 
1 18 a ,Requirements that all school districts and accred~red 
1 1 9  nonpublic schools deielop, implement, and file with the 
1 20 department a comprehensive school improvement plan that 
1 21 includes, but is nor limited to, demonstrated school, 
1 22 parental, and community iniofvement In assessrng educat~onal 
1 2? needs, establishing loczl education standards and student 
1 2 4  achievement levels, and, as  applicable, the consolidation of 
1 2.5 federal and state plann~ng. goal-sertinz, and reporfins 
1 26 requirements 
1 2 7  b. A set of core academic ~ndicatorc; In mathematics and 
i 28 reading in grades four, eight, and eler en, a se[ of core 
1 29 academic i n d r c a t o ~  in science In grades eight and elel'en, and 
1 30 another set of core indrcators that includes, but ii not 
1 3 1 l imited to, graduation rate, postsecondar~~ education, and 
1 32 successful employment in Iowa. Annua[ly, the department shal l  
1 33 report state data for each indicator in the condition of 
1 34 education repon 
HOUSE FILE 2272 
1 35 c A requirement that alf school districts and accredited 
2 1 nonpubEic schools annually r e p R  to the department and the 
2 7- local community the district-wide progress rrade in anaining 
2 3 student achie) ement goals on rhe academic and other core 
2 4 indicators and the district-wide progress made In attaining 
2 5 Imally estabiished student learning goals The school 
2 6 districts and accredited nonpublic ~ c i ~ o o l s  shall demonstrake 
2 7 the use of rnulriplz assessment measures in deternllning sfudent 
2 8 achievement levels. The school districts and accredited 
2 9 nonpubiic schools ma) repon on other locally determined 
2 19 factors influencing student achievement. The school districrs 
2 11 and accredited nonpublic schools shall also repoPt to the 
2 12 Local cornmunit\. their results by ~ndrvidual attendance center. 
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